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Publisher’s Note 


For many decades now one of imperialism’s principal weapons 
in its global fight against the world revolutionary process has been 
Zionism. The main content of contemporary Zionism—its ideol- 
ogy and policy—is nationalism, racism, anti-communism, and 
anti-Sovietism. At the same time, its theoreticians and leaders 
endeavour, by deception, subtle demagogy, and crafty tactical 
manoeuvres, to hide its real face. 

Imperialist and Zionist propaganda, and to a large extent 
right-wing Social-Democratic propaganda, too, explain Zionism 
as a ‘Jewish national liberation movement’, ‘the Jewish renais- 
sance’, and so on and so forth. 

Zionist and pro-Zionist scholars and publicists are exerting 
enormous efforts, striving to present Zionism as a ‘progressive’ 
phenomenon, and the activity of the ruling circles of Israel as 
‘peace making’, and these circles themselves as ‘supporters of 
progress’. 

Very few books and articles are published in the West that 
truthfully reveal the real essence of the ideology and political 
practice of Zionism, its history, and the expansionist, aggressive 
policy of the Israeli government, the more so, that Zionist writers 
resort to techniques of social mimicry in their books, and are 
creating and employing various kinds of propaganda myth to 
help them hide the true nature of Zionism. 

Apologetic literature about Zionism and Israel’s policy apart, 
‘works’ by all sorts of anti-Semitic authors that falsify the ‘Jewish 
question’ in their own key are systematically thrown onto the 
world book market. 

To understand the real essence of Zionism’s ideology and polit- 
ical practices means also to understand the true strivings of one 
of the most reactionary forces of international imperialism, an 
active enemy of social progress. 


Progress Publishers propose to issue a series of titles in English 
under the general rubric ‘Zionism—Enemy of Peace and Social 
Progress’, of which this miscellany is the first. It examines and 
analyses certain aspects of the activity and operations of interna- 
tional Zionist organisations, brings out the true aims of the expan- 
sionist course of Israel’s policy and the social and economic posi- 
tion of that country, which is being strangled by the steady 
inflation caused by exorbitant military expenditure. 

The present volume does not by any means, of course, cover 
all the issues involved, but we hope that as the following miscel- 
lanies come out the reader will be able, to some extent, to get a 
fuller picture of the activity of international Zionism, which is 
serving the most reactionary forces of imperialism. 


Lionel Dadiani 


THE REACTIONARY ESSENCE 
OF ZIONIST IDEOLOGY 


As capitalism developed there was a gradual civil emancipation 
of Jews. The Jewish masses began to leave the ghetto and to free 
themselves from the oppressive grip of clerical communal leaders. 
Jewish capitalists, including many members of the (more or less) 
assimilated middle classes of Jewish origin, in striving to retain 
their hold over Jewish workers, and to hamper and hold back 
their involvement in the cultural, social, and political life of the 
nations among whom they were living, and in the common strug- 
gle of the working class, and to strengthen their own position in 
competition with capitalists of other national origins, put their 
reliance on Zionism. Most big Jewish bankers and monopolists, 
moreover, have not just oriented themselves on Zionism but have 
also widely employed (and still do) other ideological (not to 
mention political and economic) levers and methods of influenc- 
ing the working people of every national origin and _ religious 
persuasion, Jews included. 

The ‘fathers of Zionism’ in turn were always supporters of the 
closest, organic alliance and co-operation with capitalism. Zion- 
ism arose and developed with the active patronage and encour- 
agement of the governments of imperialist powers, who competed 
with one another to draw this national trend mainly into their 
own service. International imperialism readily took up the Zion- 
ist idea of a ‘Jewish national home’ in Palestine, understanding 
that this would help it implement its plans and aims both in the 
Middle East and in all countries where there were Jewish com- 
munities. 

In order to hide the real class nature of Zionism and to draw 
the maximum number of Jews from the most diverse classes and 
strata of the population in various countries into their ranks, 
Zionist theoreticians endeavoured to develop their ideology in the 
appropriate spirit. This ideology was formulated at the end of the 
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nineteenth century and beginning of the twentieth (having ab- 
sorbed a whole number of elements from the writings of earlier 
Jewish nationalists like Moses Hess, Perez Smolenskin, Moses Leib 
Lilienblum, and others), and subsequently hardly underwent any 
essential changes, but only added a few, unimportant propositions. 

Modern Zionism is the most reactionary variety and dominant 
form of Jewish bourgeois nationalism, which includes a chauvin- 
istic, racist ideology based on the unscientific thesis of the exist- 
ence of a ‘special world Jewish people (nation)’, the political 
and/or spiritual centre of which is the State of Israel, and a pro- 
imperialist, and in recent years imperialist, political tendency 
expressing the interests of Israeli ruling circles and businessmen 
of Jewish origin who have become one with the monopoly circles 
of imperialist countries, above all of the United States. 

The ideology of Zionism has always been characterised, and is 
still largely so, by eclecticism, pragmatism, and truly boundless 
demagogy. Among the various strata of the Jewish population 
Zionist spokesmen frequently put the main stress on different com- 
ponents of their ideology and programme (and still do), and in 
particular propagandised (and propagate) those of its dogmas and 
conceptions that in their view most correspond to whatever situa- 
tion, period of time, and audience, they are talking. Zionists keep 
up the same tactics, striving to disorient, numb the senses, and 
cultivate a pro-Zionist spirit in the non-Jewish population, and 
work on public opinion in many countries. In practice Zionists 
have at least two positions and two faces on almost every more 
or less important issue—depending on who their arguments are 
intended for. 

In the context of Zionist ideology all kinds of nationalist and 
chauvinist, pseudo-socialist, clerical, irrational mystic, bourgeois 
liberal, conservative, pro-fascist, and openly fascist theories and 
ideas exist in harmony. International Zionism has correspond- 
ingly always included (and still does) a whole number of 
outwardly seemingly different ideological currents, political parties 
and groupings. There used to be, for example, ‘Political Zion- 
ists’ and ‘Spiritual Zionists’,* ‘Practical Zionists’ and ‘Synthetic 

* Certain differences still exist among these currents in Zionism, as 


will be shown below, but these two trends on the whole suit big busines- 
smen of Jewish origin and imperialist circles in general, 
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Zionists’. On several issues of programme and policy, but mainly 
of tactics, ‘Zionist Socialists’ (right-wing* and pseudo left- 
wing**) and ‘Religious Zionists’ have been, and _ still are, 
distinguished, and also ‘General Zionists’ and ‘Liberal Zionists’ 
(two political factions of the Zionist bourgeoisie), and ultra- 
right ‘Zionist Revisionists’ (now the Herut Party and its related 
pro-fascist groups), etc. 

This historically formed ‘pluralism’ is a reflection of the class 
(Zionists carry on their activity among all classes and _ social 
groups of the Jewish population, including workers), social, 
political, ethnic, group, and personal contradictions and disagree- 
ments among the supporters of Zionism. 

The ‘pluralism’ of Zionism by no means implies that there ever 
was (or is) any kind of ‘good’, ‘progressive’ Zionists (as Social- 
Zionists say, and quite a few of the liberal and Social-Democrat- 
ic intelligentsia believe) and in no way attests to a democratic 
nature in Zionism, as its leaders claim. The general ideological 
and political platform of any Zionist trend and political party is 
ethnocentrism, nationalism, chauvinism, and racism. 

Zionist spokesmen proclaim many great thinkers, leaders of 
national liberation movements, and eminent scientists, without 
grounds, to be their teachers. The Israeli Zionist sociologist Dan 
Avni Serge, for example, mamtains that Zionism inherited the 
ideas of the Enlightenment (communicated to it through the 
‘Jewish Enlightenment’—Haskalah), the ideas of French utopian 
socialism, and populism, especially Tolstoyanism, and that the 
ideology of the Jewish workers’ movement influenced by Zionism 
included anti-capitalist elements. * 

Some Zionists and pro-Zionists*** have been forced to recognise 
that Zionism has no scientific basis and has been unable to develop 
in any way convincing theoretical basis, and that there is no 
unity among Zionist ideologists as regards many important issues 


* We have in mind the Social-Zionist Labour Party of Israel (MAI, 
previously MAPAI) and its related parties in a number of capitalist 
countries. 

** The so-called United Labour Party of Israel (MAPAM) and its 
branches in various capitalist countries. 

*** By pro-Zionists we mean people (of both Jewish and non-Jewish 
origin) who come out (wholly or in part) as supporters of Zionism. 
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and no, albeit relative, ideological clarity (naturally, we mean 
‘clarity’ here on a far from genuine scientific basis). 

Prof. Walter Laqueur, Director of the London Institute of 
Contemporary History, who is very close to Zionism, says that it 
is not a science but 

the belief in the existence of a common past and a com- 
mon future for the Jewish people. Such faith can be ac- 
cepted or rejected, it can be a matter of rational argument 
only to a very limited extent.’ 
As a rule Zionist leaders and theoreticians give an emotional- 
romantic, apologetic definition of Zionism that does not even 
remotely resemble a true description of its historical, socio-eco- 
nomic, and political basis. Nahum Sokolow, a one-time President 
of the World Zionist Organisation (WZO), wrote (asserting that 
Jews had allegedly constituted a nation and dreamed of Zion 
throughout their history) that Zionism embodied ‘an ideal of 
thousands of years for which the best of our nation have la- 
boured, struggled, suffered and died’.* 
The Encyclopedia of Zionism and Israel, published in New 
York in 1971, says that Zionism is the term coined for 
the movement aiming at the return of the Jewish people 
to the Land of Israel (Palestine). From 1896 on Zionism 
referred to the political movement founded by Theodor 
Herzl, aiming at the establishment of a Jewish National 
Home in Palestine. Zionism also worked to deepen and 
intensify Jewish consciousness among Jews the world over. 
After the establishment of the Jewish State the concept of 
Zionism was widened to include material and moral sup- 
port for Israel.* 

As will be shown below almost all the main dogmas of Zionist 

ideology figure substantially directly or indirectly, in this definition. 

Some Zionists (primarily those who operated in the Jewish 
working-class movement, but also certain frankly capitalist poli- 
ticlans) strove to draw the widest possible circles of workers un- 
der the Zionist banner, trying to give the ideology and program- 
me of Zionism a ‘sociological’ or ‘socio-economic’ basis of their 
own. The slogans of the ‘return of Jews to the land and physical 
labour’, or ‘rejuvenating the structure of the Jewish people’, and 
so on, were intended to cloak the real essence of Zionism, which 
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expressed and defended the class interests of Jewish capitalists and 
international capital as a whole, and to promote the creation and 
consolidation of a mass basis for Zionism. Slogans about founding 
a ‘kingdom of labour’ in Israel, a ‘state of universal prosperity’, 
and ‘egalitarian society’, etc., served the same purpose. By means 
of such demagogic concepts Zionists try (1) to reinforce one of 
their main postulates somehow, i. e. of the ‘special’, in fact al- 
legedly extraclass and supraclass character of Jewry and the 
Jewish State, and (2) to hide and camouflage the real essence 
of Zionism. 

In order to draw Jewish workers and part of world opinion to 
their side Zionist ideologists and propagandists now, as before, 
widely resort not only to utopian-romantic, liberal, and religious- 
messianic myths but also to pseudo-socialist slogans of all kinds. 
Emile Touma, a member of the Political Bureau of the Com- 
munist Party of Israel, and author of several critical works on the 
ideology and policy of Zionism, stresses 

that it is a well-known fact that Zionism, though a reac- 
tionary bourgeois ideology, has elaborated for its prac- 
tical purposes a so-called labour ideology, in order to 
deceive the Jewish workers and to use them as a striking 
force of Zionism." 
All Israeli activity graphically shows both what Social-Zion- 
ists now mean by socialism and how Zionism and socialism were 
‘joined together’ in present-day Israel under governments headed 
by the Labour Party (MAPAI-MAI). (Ideologists of so-called 
Zionist socialism like Dov Ber Borochov, Nachman Syrkin, Aaron 
David Gordon, saw this as the essence of the Jewish State.) 

Present-day Israel is not only a reactionary capitalist state but 
also an imperialist one pursuing an aggressive, colonialist policy 
with the help of imperialist powers, above all the USA, in relation 
to the Arab people of Palestine and neighbouring Arab countries, 
and a neo-colonialist policy in respect of a number of countries in 
Africa, Latin America, and Asia. The Zionists have established 
an anti-democratic, in essence almost clerical, chauvinist-racist 
regime in Israel which they are trying to disguise by means of the 
formal existence (though in very distorted form) of institutions of 
bourgeois democracy. 

The General Secretary of the Communist Party of Israel, Meir 
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Vilner, criticising the anti-people policy of Israel’s Zionist rulers, 
a policy that has an adventurist and anti-national character, 
stressed that the Zionist establishment in Israel was one of the 
most reactionary ones in the capitalist world, and that the Zion- 
ist politicians who decided Israel’s official policy lived in a world 
of outmoded ideas, imagining that the world had remained the 
same as it was in the nineteenth century or, at best, before 
World War II. ° 

The definitions of Zionism and description of its ideology 
given by Zionist theoreticians and other capitalist or Social-Demo- 
cratic writers, have an unscientific, idealist character that ideal- 
ises Zionism. They all gloss over its real nature, the sources of 
its ideas, and its class aims. The fact that some Zionist ideologists 
sometimes criticise each other quite sharply does not alter any- 
thing, of course, but in the last analysis only camouflages the true 
essence of its ideology and policy even more. 

A proper, genuine scientific assessment of any political move- 
ment or current that calls itself national can only be made in the 
light of the relation of this movement (current) and its ideology 
to the struggle against imperialism and its allies on the one hand 
and to the support of the progressive, democratic forces of the 
whole world on the other hand. In other words, if a movement 
(current) and its ideology are oriented (to any degree whatever) 
on imperialist forces, and on isolation of the working masses of 
the people concerned from the international struggle against 
imperialism and reaction of all kinds, then this movement (cur- 
rent) and its ideology are not progressive, and inevitably become 
more and more reactionary, anti-people, pro-imperialist, and 
sometimes imperialist. That is the stand from which Zionism and 
its ideology should be judged, throwing aside all and every 
demagogic construct of Zionist and pro-Zionist theoreticians. 

From its very beginning Zionism had been a rabid opponent 
of Marxism and revolutionary Social-Democracy. From its very 
first steps, Zionism, which demagogically declared itself the ‘na- 
tional emancipation movement of the Jewish people’, the ‘Jewish 
revolution’, and so on, displayed not only its capitalist essence, 
but also its pro-imperialist, colonising nature. 

The ‘fathers of Zionism’ also did not try particularly to hide 
the colonialist essence of Zionism. From their many statements on 
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this score it is sufficient to quote, for example, from Herzl’s speech 
at the 2nd Zionist Congress in 1898: 
...the English were the first to recognize the necessity of 
colonial expansion in the modern world... And therefore, 
I believe the Zionist’ idea, which is a colonial idea, must 
be understood in England easily and quickly.’ 
A little later, however, Zionist spokesmen began to disguise Zion- 
ism’s colonialism by demagogic variants about ‘the civilising 
mission’, ‘the White man’s burden’ in the Arab East, and then 
declared Zionism a national liberation movement. 

In calling on Jews to establish ‘their own’ state in the ‘land of 
their forefathers’, Zionists strove to divide Jewish workers from 
the Russian and international proletariat, and to divert them 
from the socialist revolution. The Zionist historian Howard 
Morley Sacher has had to admit that, at the end of the nine- 
teenth and beginning of the twentieth century, 

because of the structure of Jewish economic life, it was 
hardly surprising that Marxian socialism. . . proved to be the 
principal magnet for politically minded Jews.’ 
That was one of the main reasons why imperialist circles and 
Jewish nationalists and reactionaries of every hue were already 
giving Zionism very active help and support in the first decades 
of this century, and especially after the Socialist Revolution in 
Russia in 1917. 

The pro-imperialist essence of Zionism (and not national 
emancipation in religious form) is more or less clear not only to 
Marxists but also to capitalist politicians and scholars rooted in 
the soil of solid facts. The eminent de Gaullist publicist Philippe 
de Saint-Robert for example, has written: 

...from Herzl to Ben Gurion ... the founders and realisers 
of Zionism were not believers but conscious and organised 
initiators of a quite political undertaking which before 
following British imperialism did not fail to offer its 
services to Wilhelm IT.° 
During World War II Zionists concluded an alliance with US 
imperialism, without, of course, breaking their links with other 
imperialist forces. 

As the Communist Party of Israel has said: 

There is no imperialist power in which political Zionism 
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has not put its trust, and there is no imperialist power 
which has not attempted, in this form or the other to use 
Zionism for its aims, and especially for the aim to dominate 
the Middle East.*° 
The overwhelming majority of Zionist spokesmen and Judaic the- 
ologists of every trend in fact equate reactionary, chauvinist-racist 
Zionist ideology and Zionist political currents expressing the 
interests of Jewish capitalists and servants of international impe- 
rialism with the Judaic religion. Zionist theoreticians attempt in 
that way to employ religion to disguise the class essence and polit- 
ical aims of Zionism, and to hide that Zionism is the offspring of 
imperialism and one of its tools. 

Chaim Herzog, the former permanent representative of Israel 
at the United Nations, for example, in trying to contest the legiti- 
macy of the General Assembly’s resolution of 10 November 1975 
qualifying Zionism as a form of racism and racial discrimination, 
said that the condemnation of Zionism derided ‘one of the most 
noble liberation movements of this century’. *? 

Many anti-Semites, too, starting from their class and political 
aims, identify Zionism and Judaism, relying for that, in particu- 
lar, on the writings of Zionist theoreticians and Zionising rabbis. 

Gus Hall, the General Secretary of the CPUSA, has said: 

Both from some circles within the Jewish movements, and 
from non-Jewish ultra-right groups, there is a drive to make 
Zionism, bourgeois nationalism, national pride and the 
Jewish religion one thing. For the ultra-right it is an 
instrument of anti-Semitism.” 

While in no case identifying Zionist ideology and the Judaic 
religion, we must at the same time emphasise that the ideology 
of Zionism has always employed a number of ancient Judaic 
myths in a very broad way, and still does—above all the myths of 
the ‘exclusiveness’ of the Jews, of their being ‘God’s chosen peo- 
ple’, and of their ‘special role’ in the history of mankind. Modern- 
ised, politicised dogmas of Judaism are a component part of Zion- 
ism’s ideology. 

Ethnocentric, chauvinist-racist theses about the ‘exceptional 
nature’ of the Jews’ historical destiny, and about their allegedly 
special nature and absolute uniqueness (‘the leaven of human- 
ity’), and the world historical significance of ‘Jewish traditions 


14 


and values’, the messianism of Jewry (‘a light among nations’, 
etc.), and of the State of Israel (the ‘egalitarian state’, ‘the state 
fulfilling the dreams of the prophets’, ‘the state by the will of 
God’, ‘the state of the world people’, and so on), in one form and 
volume or another are contained in the writings in fact of all 
Zionist ideologists. 

The founder of what is called Spiritual Zionism,* Achad 
Ha’am spoke of the Jews, in his writings, as a ‘Supernation’, a 
‘superpeople’, who ‘have a genius for morality, and in this respect 
are superior to all other nations’.** 

He wrote, for instance: 

If we agree, then, that the Superman is the goal of all 
things, we must need agree that an essential condition of 
the attainment of this goal is the Supernation: that is to 
say, there must be a single nation better adapted than other 
nations, by virtue of its inherent characteristics, to moral 
development, and ordering its whole life in accordance 
with a moral law which stands higher than the common 
type. This nation will then serve as the soil essentially and 
supremely fitted to produce that fairest of all fruits—the 
Superman.** 

Achad Ha’am proposed to make mystic faith in the ‘fundament- 
al morality of the Jewish spirit’ the basis of the Zionist idea of 
‘national revival’, saying that it ‘affords the true historical basis 
and logical substructure of that ideal’. In that way Achad Ha’am 


* ‘Spiritual Zionism’ did not call for the emigration of all Jews to 
the ‘land of their fathers’ (aliyah). It considered the Jewish State in 
Palestine (and still does) not as a political, but as a religious, spiritual, 
and cultural centre of the ‘world Jewish nation’. Achad Ha’am’s ideas, 
supplemented by a slightly modified theory of national and cultural auto- 
nomy, which nonetheless have a nationalist character, are employed by 
the Zionist hierarchy to isolate Jews in the countries where they live and 
to subordinate broad strata of the Jewish population to capitalist and re- 
ligious influence and draw them into Zionist or pro-Zionist organisations. 
‘Spiritual Zionism’ thus does not contradict ‘Political Zionism’, and in 
fact serves and reinforces it. So it was in the past (the Russian Zionist 
I. B. Sapir, for example, wrote about that in his pamphlet Zionism, 
published in Vilno in 1903; pages 161, 162, 167, and 168); and so it re- 
mains in our day. ‘Spiritual’ and ‘Political’ Zionism in the final analysis 
are synthesised in a single (but full of logical contradictions) ideology. 
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(who incidentally was by no means a member of the ultra-right 
wing of Zionism, and once even protested against the inhuman 
cruelty of the Zionist colonisers toward the Palestinian Arabs) 
converted Judaism’s religious dogma that ‘Israel was chosen by 
God’ into a racist idea of a Jewish ‘supernation’. Although he 
argued on the plane of abstract moral and philosophical catego- 
ries, treating the ‘election of Israel’ as ‘the yoke of the most exact- 
ing moral obligations’, the basically racist character of his theory 
is quite clear. There is no doubt about the ideological closeness of 
‘Ahadha’amism’ and Nietscheanism, and he himself in essence 
recognised it.’® 

The eminent Judaic theologian and Zionist ideologist Martin 
Buber was, as is known, a very complex and quite contradictory 
figure. On the one hand, as Israeli Communists have remarked, 
he had, to some extent, an inherent ‘realism on the issue of peace 
and Jewish-Arab relations’.*® 
On the other hand he perseveringly propagated Judaic mystic- 
ism of a Hassid* bent and in fact a refined clericalism; and he 
opposed Marxism from both a Zionist and an existentialist posi- 
tion. 

Although a liberal on political and social matters, and sometimes 
a critic of certain practical aspects of the course of the Zionist 
leaders, Buber at the same time not only fully shared, but also 
tried in every way to ‘substantiate’, their fundamentally racist 
theory of the Jews’ ‘exclusiveness’ as ‘God’s people’. Everyone be- 
longing to the people of Israel, Martin Buber wrote, should know 
that 

Israel is not a nation like other nations... 

Israel is a people like no other... 

Israel was chosen to become a true people, 

and that means God’s people.*’ 
This liberal and mystic advocate of the fusion of Judaism and 
Zionism saw the superiority of the ‘people of Israel’ in their 
capability of directly contacting God. 


* Hassidism is a religious, mystic current in Judaism that arose in the 
first half of the eighteenth century. Hassideans founded their own inde- 
pendent synagogues headed by sadducees. Of late, in the State of Israel, 
only orthodox Judaism and Hassidism have been officially recognised. 
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Buber’s example convincingly shows that nationalism, passing 
into racialism, is immanent in any trend of Zionism (including 
the ‘liberal’ and ‘Socialist Zionism’) and that it is impossible, 
when standing on a platform of Judaist clericalism and Zionism, 
to take up progressive and humanist positions in any way con- 
sistently. It is not fortuitous therefore that Buber’s criticism of 
the policy of the Israeli Prime Minister David Ben Gurion and 
other Zionist leaders was episodic and not very profound while 
his misunderstandings with the official Zionist hierarchy inevitably 
ended in actual conciliation.’® 

What we have said once more confirms the correctness of 
Marxist-Leninists’ standpoint, that it is absolutely impossible to 
pursue a truly democratic policy while adopting the stand of 
Zionism. As E, M. Primakov, Member of the USSR Academy 
of Sciences, has written: 

On certain occasions groups have appeared in the Zionist 
movement which have taken an anti-imperialist stand. 
But these groups have inevitably and quite logically broken 
with Zionism and continued development outside it, and, 
most important, in opposition to it.’® 
Secular Zionist politicians propagandise the ‘exclusiveness’ of 
Jewry in every way, and the ‘special Jewish nature’. One of the 
first leaders of the Zionist movement, Max Nordau, for example, 
said in a purely racist spirit: 
More industrious and more able than the average Euro- 
pean, not to speak at all of the inert Asiatic and African, 
the Jew is condemned to the most extreme pauperism, 
because he is not allowed to use his powers freely.”° 
Of course Zionist politicians by no means always frankly demon- 
strate the chauvinist-racist essence of the conceptions of ‘God's 
people’ and ‘Jewish exclusiveness’. 

David Ben Gurion, for instance, tried, as a rule, to hide the 
nationalist, racist sense and reactionary practical function (above 
all as regard Arabs) of the Zionist dogma of the ‘exclusiveness’ 
of the Jews under a pile of mystical, abstract phrases about the 
‘unique spiritual and moral character and historic mission’ of the 
Jewish people, and so on and so forth.?* 

Zionist statements about the quite special character of the 
history of the Jews, and in particular the legend of the ‘racial 
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purity of Jewry’ and of a ‘people eternally martyred and suffering’ 
completely contradicts the historical truth. 

These theses have been refuted in a documented way in the 
books of many writers in a whole number of countries, and of 
various scientific trends (some of them writers of Jewish extrac- 
tion) .?? 

The French expert on Middle Eastern matters, Maxim Rodin- 
son (by origin a Jew), for instance, has convincingly demonstrat- 
ed the incompatibility with the facts of the Zionist thesis that the 
history of the Jews is a chain of persecutions and struggle against 
them, and sharply criticises theories of a suprahistorical, immutable 
‘Jewish essence’, of a kind of eternal ‘spirit of Judaism’, and so 
on, justly qualifying them as a ‘nationalist theology’, or rather 
‘theological nationalism’.”* 

Since the formation of the Diaspora in antiquity, the Middle 
Ages, and modern times, the social and class structure of Jewish 
communities has had a number of essential features. In antiquity, 
the Jews living in various countries (i.e. the vast majority of the 
then Jewish population) were hardly engaged in agriculture, 
dwelt almost exclusively in cities and were widely involved in 
market relations and market competition. All these items occur- 
red in a greater extent in feudal society and played an exception- 
ally important role in the status and whole life of West European 
Jewish communities in the epoch of primary accumulation and the 
subsequent development of capitalism. 

In the Middle Ages the percentage of merchants, moneylenders, 
and members of the ‘middle class’ among Jews in the countries 
of Western Europe who had previously lacked the chance to take 
up agriculture and were therefore predominantly settled in towns, 
was very high. In Eastern Europe the overwhelming majority of the 
Jewish population, by virtue of historically established conditions 
that were reinforced by operative legal measures that stimulated 
their conservation, were not occupied directly in the production 
of material values in modern times and a quite insignificant 
number of Jews were employed in industry and in particular in 
agriculture. Among the Jewish population of tsarist Russia, 
Poland, and Romania there was a very high percentage of arti- 
sans, persons engaged in the services sphere, and intellectuals and 
petty bourgeois, and especially of the poor (lumpen) ; the number 
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of Jewish workers was small, while there were practically no Jewish 
peasants at all. At the same time the number of big bankers and 
capitalists of Jewish extraction increased quite rapidly, their 
wealth grew and their position in economic and socio-political 
affairs was consolidated. 

Anti-Marxist writers, including Zionists and anti-Semites, 
systematically falsify the problems mentioned above, for their 
own purposes. Lacking the space in this article to go into this 
matter in more detail, we deem it necessary to stress that any 
feature in the social and class structure of the Jewish population 
of various countries both in antiquity and in capitalist countnies 
in our day is not explicable by the exclusive influence of 
Judaism*, or by some transcendental property or other of the 
‘Jewish spirit’, ‘innate genius’, or ‘special capabilities’ of Jews 
(as Jewish bourgeois nationalists would have it, or by the ‘curse 
of the Wandering Jew’, or the guilt crushing ‘those who sold 
Christ’, or by the ‘Jewish greed for gain’, or by the activity of the 
‘world Zionist concern’, or ‘the omnipotence of the Zionist lobby’ 
(as anti-Semites of various hue say), but by the essence of the 
state and social structure of the country concerned corresponding 
to the exploitatory socio-economic formation, and the legislation 
and policy of separate governments. 

Since the ancient Hebrews finally lost independent statehood 
and gradually spread into various countries, the Jewish popula- 
tion (and above all its labouring strata) more than once, especial- 
ly in mediaeval feudal Europe, and later in Tzarist Russia, lived 
in ghettos or the pale of Jewish settlement, and was subjected to 
harsh persecution, and at times found itself threatened by direct 
physical annihilation, as happened in Hitler Germany and Nazi- 
occupied Europe. 

In societies where the law of the jungle reigns, however, where 
homo homini lupus est, that has been the tragic fate not only of 


* One must, of course, remember that Judaism being, in an exploiter 
society, as Karl Marx remarked, ‘the religion of practical need’™ created 
the most favourable opportunities for involvement of the Jewish upper 
crust and a considerable part of the members of Jewish communities in 
trade and moneylending both in antiquity and in the Middle Ages, and 
for the conversion of many members of the Jewish elite into big bankers 
and capitalists in the epoch of capitalism. 
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Jews but also, for example, of the Assyrians, American Indians, 
Armenians, many African peoples, and the Gypsies. Human 
memory will never forget that fascism exterminated a vast num- 
ber of people of various nationalities and that Hitler’s aim was 
to eliminate a whole number of peoples and ethnic groups that 
he declared to be ‘defective’. The racist essence of Zionism, 
incidentally, is manifested in Zionists’ reducing Hitlerite racism 
in fact almost exclusively to anti-Semitism, to a ‘final solution 
of the Jewish question’. 

It should also be noted that Zionist writers are in fact trying 
to clear imperialism of responsibility for the fascists’ crimes, and 
completely hush up that Hitler and his regime were reared by 
German Big Business with the blessing and help of the ruling 
circles and monopolies of the bourgeois-democratic countries of 
the West, including a number of firms belonging to Jewish cap- 
italists.* 

As Karl Marx stressed when analysing historical development 
from feudalism to capitalism, ‘Judaism continues to exist not in 
spite of history, but owing to history’.”° All sorts of mystic formula 
of the kind that Jews exist thanks to their ‘ideals—religious, 
cultural, and social’,”* that Jews have survived ‘of living not really 
within history but on the verge of it’,?” and so on and so forth, 
are ideological speculations designed to mystify both Jewish and 
non-Jewish opinion. 

Mysticism, both in its Biblical-Talmudic variant, and especially 
in the form of various idealist theories of a fideist bent, it must 
be stressed is a most important component of Zionism’s ideology. 
Furthermore, it is not only religious Zionists or openly capitalist 
Zionist politicians of the extreme right wing who resort to it, but 
also ideologists of Social-Zionism. Ben Gurion, for example, de- 
clared that it was indispensable now to give the generation rising 
to power a mystique.”® 

Zionist ideologists need the modified, politicised dogmas of 
Judaism in order to build, ‘a world Jewish nation’, because they 
see that the components of national unity invented by them, like 


* On this point see the article by the Israeli Communist Yaron Bek- 
ker, entitled ‘How the Youth Are Taught in Israel about the Holocaust’. 
Information Bulletin of the Communist Party of Israel, 1970, 3: 46-75. 
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‘the handing on of the spirit of Jewry from generation to genera- 
tion’, the ‘natural yearning for Zion’, the myth of the ‘perennial 
character of anti-Semitism’, and so on, are clearly unsatisfactory 
in order to exercise control over Jewish communities. “The Zion- 
ist mystique only holds together in reference to the Mosaic 
religion,’ Nathan Weinstock, a petty-bourgeois critic of Zionism 
who was a member in the past of a Zionist youth organisation 
has written. ‘Suppress the concepts of the “Chosen People” and 
the “Promised Land” and the ground gives way beneath Zion- 
ism’.?® 

By identifying Zionism with Judaism Zionist leaders strive to 

acquire more allies among followers of Christianity (which rev- 
erences the Old Testament), and other religions, and to create 
favourable conditions for including representatives of the Judaic 
religion in the Oecumenical movement. 

Zionist theoreticians and Judaic theologians declare that 
Judaism has a special character, in that it is both a uni- 
versal and a national religion, a way of life—in Hebrew 
Halacha—more than a creed.*° 

All the years of the existence of the State of Israel its ruling 
circles have been consolidating in every way the very close alli- 
ance between Zionism and politicised Judaism, and have elevated 
them in practice to the rank of special attributes of the Jewish 
State and of Jews’ national affiliation. This course was pursued 
particularly actively after World War II by the overwhelming 
majority of rabbis and other Jewish clericals in all capitalist coun- 
tries,* who shared the view cited in a review of Nous autres 
Juifs by the reactionary French writer Arnold Mandel, for exam- 
ple, that ‘Our salvation rests in the Zionist miracle of the 
Jewish trinity: God, the people of Israel, and the land of 
Israel’,**-** and that Judaism is the opponent even of social- 
reformist ideology, and that any revolution is anti-Jewish. 

At the same time, as has also happened in regard to other 


* Now only a very insignificant and quite uninfluential minority of 
Judaic theologians and religious figures take an anti-socialist stand and 
support the thesis of the American rabbi Elmer Berger that ‘modern 
Zionism ... is ... contrary to Judaism because it introduces an invol- 
untary association with a “Jewish” nationality which it identifies with 
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Judaism’, 
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religions, not only Social-Zionist politicians but also certain 
Judaic theologians resorted in their apologetics for Judaism to 
statements about its allegedly socialist nature. 

Social-Zionist writers propagandise in every way the thesis of 
the neo-Kantians Hermann Cohen and Moritz Lazarus that 
Judaic messianism, and the ‘ethic of Judaism’ should be treated 
as a real social programme proclaimed by the prophets. 

Ideas of ‘religious (or prophetic) socialism’, formulated as a 
rule in the spirit of the ‘ethical socialism’ of neo-Kantians and 
Social-Reformists of the Bernstein school based on it, are one of 
the main components of the ideology of Social-Zionism. 

Social-Zionist leaders’ statements about Judaism’s place in their 
ideology hardly differ from the credo of openly capitalist Zion- 
ists. The then General Secretary of the World Zionist Labour 
Movement, Yitzhak Korn, wrote: 

If we adopt the Halacha* because we believe that nation- 
al interests demand it, this is by no means a surrender 
to the demands of the religious: it is a responsible decision 
of a movement... 
What is more, Korn recalled that the Israeli ‘worker’ leader Berl 
Kaznelson, back in 1934 demanded that Social Zionism abandon 
the ‘infantile conceptions’ according to which ‘non-belief is an 
integral part of socialism’.** 
* * & 


In spite of the Zionist thesis of the ‘exclusiveness’ of Jewry’s 
historical fate, the development of Jewish communities in all 
socio-economic formations, and of the Jewish population of 
various countries, proceeded, as with all other peoples of the 
world, in accordance with general historical laws, and still does; 
in an exploiter society, by the laws of class struggle between 
oppressed and oppressors. Over the centuries the history of the 
Jews as everywhere has been characterised by class struggle. The 
predominant exploiter, bourgeois-rabbinical hierarchy in every 
capitalist country where Jews live or have lived, have always 


striven and still try to disguise the class contradictions by national- 


* Halacha is that part of the Talmud containing norms of behaviour, 
family law, customs, etc, 
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ist, religious, hypocritical philanthropic, and other slogans and 
statements that in the final analysis there are in fact no clearly 
marked class divisions among Jews, and in any case no class 
antagonisms. In this, of course, anti-Semites, most of whom also 
declare that all Jews are allegedly one family and who spread 
fables about ‘Jews as congenital exploiters’, have actively played 
(and play) the foil to Zionists. 

As for the real features of the history of the Jews, we must note, 
in addition to what has been said above, that the Jews, living 
since ancient times in many countries by virtue of historical 
circumstances, had already-been converted long ago into a whole 
number of socio-ethnic communities that moreover often differed 
very substantially from one another in language, and cultural 
and psychological way of life. 

Over the centuries a very considerable number of Jews drew 
closer to the peoples among whom they lived and merged with 
them to one degree or another, and assimilated their language, 
customs, and culture. This development took an ascending line, 
but was held back at times and even thrown back by various 
kinds of anti-Semitic moods, prejudices, and excesses. The objec- 
tive process of the assimilation of Jews continues in our day, and 
neither Zionists and other conservative and obscurantist circles 
of Jewry, nor the anti-Semitic organisations operating if capital- 
ist countries, ie. any of the forces that have always been trying 
(and still are) to isolate the Jews of various countries from the 
rest of the population and to oppose them to non-Jews, can stop 
it or eliminate it. 

In spite of what both Zionists and anti-Semites want, and are 
fighting for, the Jewish population of capitalist countries* is not 
a component of a ‘world Jewish people’, an extraterritorial ‘single 
nation’, but is part of the corresponding capitalist nations and 
is at an intermediate stage of assimilation. Jewish communities, 
like all other ethnic-religious communities (minorities, groups) 
in all capitalist countries, are divided by class barriers, and their 


* We are not referring here to the State of Israel, where a new, 
Israeli (or, as some authors write, Hebrew) nation is being formed. 
Zionist writers, it should be noted, deny this objective fact in every way, 
and treat the Jewish population of Israel as part of the ‘world Jewish 
people’, 
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members belong to the most varied political trends and parties. 
There are millionaire Jews unemployed in them, workers and 
merchants, intellectuals and artisans, Communists and fascists, 
Social-Democrats and leftists. 

Capitalists of Jewish extraction could never base themselves 
in any capitalist country on a ‘jewish economic community’ 
because of the absence of really solid elements of any kind of even 
relatively independent ‘national Jewish economy’ either on the 
international plane or in each country separately. Jewish capital- 
ists, above all big capitalists, and monopolists, are very closely 
become part of and merged with capitalists of all other national 
and religious origin, and primarily with the capitalists of the 
dominant nation. That is the economic basis for the coincidence 
and unity of the political aims and activity of the whole capital- 
ist class of every capitalist country, especially of the monopoly 
circles that are in the seats of power. 

Zionism, like any other form of Jewish bourgeois nationalism, 
has never been directed against the ‘Christian’ capitalist class, 
since the latter have never treated capitalists of Jewish extraction 
(or other origin), i. e. one of their components, as their political 
or ideological opponents. There was, and still is, competition, for 
capitalist Jews are by no means a special, as far as possible closed, 
quasi-national corporation, either on the international plane 
or within separate countries, within which there is no competi- 
tion, or fight for orders, markets, and sources of raw materials. 

Zionism, it must be stressed furthermore, always corresponded 
in the past, and does so even more today, to the general class 
interests and aims of the capitalist class of every imperialist coun- 
try and of world imperialism as a whole. Since the establishment 
of the State of Israel (in May 1948), imperialism, above all the 
ruling circles of the United States, has been and is utilising the 
ruling circles of Israel and international and national Zionist 
organisations in a very active way to realise several aims of its 
policy, both on a global and regional (mainly Middle Eastern) 
scale and in separate countries. In other words, the leader of all 
the currents and organisations of international Zionism, like other 
reactionary forces, is world imperialism, which is headed today 
by the United States. 

In the Soviet Union Jews are represented by a number of 
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socio-ethnic groups, differing in the dispersion of their places of 
residence, each of which is a component of the socialist nations— 
Russian, Ukrainian, Byelorussian, Georgian, Moldavian, Lithuan- 
ian, etc.—among whom each group lives. The greater part of 
Soviet citizens of Jewish origin are at a stage of voluntary, 
natural ethnic assimilation, and have completely passed over to 
the Russian, Ukrainian, Byelorussian and other languages of the 
population around them, and have assimilated the culture of the 
peoples among whom they live. Some Soviet Jews* retain Yid- 
dish as their national language, and are enthusiasts of a social- 
ist Jewish culture that is a constituent of the culture of all the 
Soviet people. The Jewish population of the USSR, like all the 
other nations, nationalities, and socio-ethnic communities of the 
country, is on the whole an integral part of the new historical 
community that has taken shape in the Soviet Union, namely 
the Soviet people. At the same time some Jews who lived in the 
USSR decided, as is known, for various reasons (mainly to reunite 
families) to go to Israel or other capitalist countries. 


* * 


The unscientific character and falsity of the Zionist postulate 
of the alleged existence of a special, extraterritorial ‘world Jewish 
nation’ will be quite evident from what has been said above. 
Zionism’s ideology, it must be stressed, is unable to give any kind 
of scientific definition of this, or of all its other postulates. 

Theodor Herzl, for instance, declared: 

We are a group, a historical group of people who clearly 
belong together and have a common enemy; this seems to 
me to be an adequate definition of a nation.®® 
The Zionist writer Leo Pinsker, who admitted that Jews objec- 
tively lacked most of the attributes needed for them to be recog- 
nised as a nation, asserted, however, that ‘Jews continued to exist 
as a nation spiritually’.** 


* This applies to the majority of Soviet Jews, who belong to the 
Germanic language group. In the past they spoke Yiddish and some of 
them preserve this language as their national tongue or as their second 
language. There are also small ethnic groups in the USSR (Mountain, 
Bokhara, and Georgian Jews) who belong to the Iranian and Caucasian 
language groups. Each of these ethnic groups has its own culture. 
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Zionist leaders say that there has always been and still is an 
identity of the confessional and national affiliations of Jews.* 
The former Israeli Prime Minister Golda Meir, has declared 


that ‘no one, however, can separate the Jewish people from the 


Jewish religion’.*” 


The criterion of community of religion alone (‘the Torah 
is the soil of the nation’), however, to define membership of 
the ‘Jewish nation’ is considered insufficient by many Zionist 
and pro-Zionist politicians, since in all countries, including Israel, 
the number of non-believers who are either indifferent to Judaism 
or have become adherents of other religions is very considerable 
and is constantly growing.** 

In their attempts to substantiate the existence of a ‘single Jewish 
nation’ Zionist writers assign a great role to the nationalist thesis 
of the ‘cultural community of the Jews’, and declare religion to 
be the ‘guardian of the people’s culture’. Zionists of all shades 
strive in every way to propagate and develop not the genuinely 
democratic, advanced, and international in Jewish culture,*** but 
what, as Lenin said, ‘is outmoded and connected with caste 


* The identification of nation and religion, and the explanation of 
the latter as an integral attribute of a nation, are typical, it should be 
noted, of many capitalist politicians and scholars. 

** ‘About one in ten of the Jewish population claim to adhere strictly 
to traditional practice, and as many again to de so fairly strictly— 
amounting to one in five who can be called observant. At the other end 
of the scale about 30 per cent say they are completely non-observant. In 
the middle are about half the population who say they keep the tradition 
“to a certain extent” ’. See S. Clement Leslie. The Rift in Israel. Religious 
Authority and Secular Democracy (Routledge & Kegan Paul, London, 
1971), p. 71. 

In the Soviet Union the percentage of religious Jews is extremely low: 
in the RSFSR and the Ukraine believers among Jews are 3 to 6 per cent, 
in the Baltic Republics 5 to 9 per cent, among the Georgian, North 
Caucasian (Mountain), and Bokhara Jews 7 to 12 per cent. The over- 
whelming majority of them are elderly people. See Les Juifs soviétiques: 
Mythes et Réalité (Novosti Press Agency Publishing House, Moscow, 
1971), p. 32. 

*** There is no world Jewish culture, it should be noted; there is the 
culture linked with Yiddish that arose in Eastern Europe, the culture of 
Mediterranean Jews who speak Ladino (similar to Spanish), the culture 
of the Jews of Arab countries, the culture of Bokhara Jews, and so on. 
(See Jewish Affairs, 1974, 4, 3: 26-27). 
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among the Jewish people’,** the religious-mystical, nationalist, 
and pro-imperialist. 

While Zionists fought many decades for a ‘national culture’ in 
Hebrew, more recently, in striving to extend the area and scale 
of their activity to affect citizens of Jewish extraction national- 
istically to the maximum, international Zionism has begun to use 
Yiddish more intensively for that purpose, and also the other 
languages that the Jewish population in various countries speak or 
which are their mother tongues. 

As to how they understand ‘Jewish national culture’ Zionists 
often express themselves quite frankly. The director of the culture 
department of the World Jewish Congress, Israel Harkavi, for 
instance, has said that as regards the needs of Jewish culture, 
they must only be satisfied when Israel needs this culture.*® An- 
other Zionist leader has written that when they attentively study 
what has been done in the field of Jewish education by adherents 
of the Lubavich rebe* they want to take their hats off to them, 
and further that in their Zionists’ view, the Jew is a person all 
the blood in whose veins, all the thoughts and feelings are only 
Jewish. In Russia, he writes, there is, for example, the journal 
Sovetisch Heimland and the newspaper Birobidjaner Stern; in 
other countries there are publications closer to our point of view, 
but we will not impart their ‘Jewish culture’ to our children. To 
be a real Jew means to merge with our forefathers, to merge 
with the State of Israel.*° 

The Zionist conception of the ‘world Jewish nation’ is based on 
unscientific ‘psychological’ theories of a nation put forward in 
their day by the leaders of Austrian Social-Democracy Otto Bauer 
and Karl Renner (Rudolf Springer), and by bourgeois thinkers 
and scholars like Johann Gottlieb Fichte and Ernest Renan,** 
and the Jewish bourgeois nationalist historian Simon Dubnow, who 
wrote that Jews were ‘the highest type of cultural-historical and 
spiritual nation’.* 


* Adherents of the ultra-orthodox Lubavich rabbi (he lives in the 
United States) are noted for their extreme religious fanaticism and 
obscurantism. 

** Tt is of interest to note that several of these writers (Otto Bauer, 
Ernest Renan, and Johann Gottlieb Fichte) based themselves on actual 
reality and did not consider the Jews a nation. 
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Zionists and their supporters put into circulation the same 
purely pragmatic formulations by which they try somehow to 
get out of their ideological and logical dead-end. Ben Gurion, 
for example, asserted that the real link uniting the Jews of all 
the world is their belief in a return to Israel.*? He also said that 
a Jew was one who felt himself a Jew,** having in mind the 
Zionist understanding of this matter. The last formula very graph- 
ically indicates the whole inability of Zionist spokesmen to 
give any kind of convincing definition of the ‘world Jewish na- 
tion’ or of the components of this ‘nation’. And that is understand- 
able; no sophistry and rhetoric can produce a definition of what 
does not exist in actual fact. 

Zionist spokesmen propagate in every way the Zionist thesis 
of the alleged identity of the concepts ‘Jew’ and ‘Zionist’, in 
fact declaring Zionist views and activity to be the criterion of 
membership of Jewry. Jews-anti-Zionists or even those who are 
simply indifferent or neutral to Zionism—are frequently declared 
by Zionist leaders to be enemies of Jewry and even—anti-Semites. 


* %* & 


The dogma of ‘perpetual anti-Semitism’ is also one of the 
cornerstones of Zionist ideology. The famous Zionist leader Chaim 
Weizmann, who became the first President of the State of Israel, 
stated: 

I believe the one fundamental! cause of anti-Semitism 
—it may seem tautological—is that the Jews exist. The 
growth and intensity of anti-Semitism is proportional to 
the number of Jews or to the density of the Jews in a 
given country.** 

As a rule, Zionist spokesmen (and in this they are supported 
by many Social-Democrats and bourgeois liberals) say that Zion- 
ism allegedly arose as a kind of inevitable defence reaction 
against anti-Semitism. That stating of the matter gives a quite 
incorrect, distored picture of the relation between Zionism and 
anti-Semitism. Propaganda for, and support of that thesis, more- 
over, whether its adherents wish it or not, leads to a glossing 
over and misrepresentation of the nature of Zionism, and serves 
its purposes, 
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As two Marxist writers John Pittman and Zahi Karkabi write: 
It is true that anti-Semitism, imbued with the racist 
content which imperialism superimposed on its religious 
form, inherited from the Middle Ages, aided the Jewish 
bourgeoisie in developing Zionism as a political trend 
and ideology. As far as their class and political nature is 
concerned, however, they are kindred phenomena, born 
out of and sustained by bourgeois nationalism in its—though 
different—extremist form.*° 
As we have already stated above, Zionism had been an ideology 
of the extreme nationalist circles of the Jewish capitalists from 
the very start, and their reaction to the growth of assimilation 
and broad participation of Jewish workers, primarily in Eastern 
Europe, but also in Western Europe, in the revolutionary move- 
ment. 


The spokesmen of Zionism treat the ‘Jewish question’ quite 
unhistorically and that is also a principal Zionist dogma closely 
linked with that of ‘perpetual anti-Semitism’. In essence both 
are only different verbal expressions of the Zionist-anti-Semitic 
thesis that the Jews are allegedly always and everywhere out- 
side ‘their own country’, are ‘a foreign body’, and ‘undesirable 
element’, an ‘inimical principle’, and so on and so forth. 

Clearly, there never has been and is no abstract, immutable 
Jew. Jews have lived and live in various countries, in various 
socio-economic conditions, and under various political regimes, 
so that there are no real grounds for speaking of the ‘Jewish 
question’ as some sort of eternal and world problem that has 
allegedly existed in all the countries of the world where there is 
a Jewish population. Whatever demagogy Zionists and their sup- 
porters resort to, life indicates that the Jewish question is one 
thing under capitalism and something else under socialism. Under 
socialism the Jewish question, like the question of any other na- 
tionality, is resolved justly and democratically, because there is 
no racist and national discrimination under it and no racist and 
national privileges. 

Both Zionists and anti-Semites, proceeding from their class 
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and chauvinist aims, put the national-racist element at the top. 
The former, in doing so, declare the Jews to be the ‘chosen peo- 
ple’, ‘the leading light of mankind’, and so on, while the latter 
ascribe all negative, vile, pernicious qualities to them, presenting 
them as the hub of all defects and shortcomings. 
Zionists and anti-Semites, though starting from racist grounds, 
different in form and certain manifestations but basically identical, 
thus frequently mutually feed and supplement each other, and 
jointly oppose the objective, progressive process of the natural 
assimilation of the Jews and mixed marriages, fight for ‘purity 
of race and blood’, i.e. in fact for the traditions and atmosphere 
of a kind of neo-ghetto, primarily in the spiritual field but by no 
means just in it. 
Because modern anti-Semitism and Zionism are the product, 
in their initial class roots and premises, of one and the same 
antagonistic capitalist social relations, chauvinist, anti-Semitic 
governments and statesmen readily sought and still seek, contacts 
and collaboration with Zionist leaders. Both in the past and in 
our day many Zionist leaders not only employed (and employ) 
anti-Semitism actively in their own interests but also took an in- 
terest in inflaming anti-Semitic moods, and collaborated and 
co-operate with the moSst inveterate anti-Semites. The long list 
includes pogromists, the tsarist Russia’s ministers Pleve and Sto- 
lypin, the Ukrainian bourgeois nationalist Petlyura and many 
whiteguards, Pilsudski and SS-men (including Eichmann), Ku- 
Klux-Klansmen ‘and the OAS, Birchites and Banderaites, and 
many, many others. 
Zionism has not only never really fought anti-Semitism but 
has also been, and is in essence, to some extent, its ally. The state- 
ments by Herzl, Jabotinsky, and other ‘fathers of Zionism’ about 
the need to utilise anti-Semitism to realise Zionist aims and plans 
are well known. We shall cite several statements of a similar kind. 
The Honorary President of the World Jewish Congress Nahum 
Goldmann regularly expressed fears that 
a current decline of overt ‘anti-Semitism’ might constitute 
a new danger to Jewish survival; (and that) the disap- 
pearance of anti-Semitism in its classical meaning... has 
had a very negative effect on our internal life.** 

In 1960 Ishar Harari, a Liberal member of the Israeli Knesset, 
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said at a symposium about the appearance of swastikas in the 
Western world: 
If in result of the swastikas there will be a movement 
among the various Jewish communities and they will pack 
their belongings in order to immigrate to Israel, I don’t 
see any disaster in this matter.*’ 
The eminent English historian Arnold Toynbee has written more 
than once of the identity of type of Zionism and anti-Semitism 
and the frequent actual collaboration of followers of these two 
allegedly hostile and irreconcilable forms of chauvinism and 
racism. He said, for example, at a dinner meeting of the 17th 
Annual Conference of the American Council for Judaism: 
Zionism and anti-Semitism are expressions of an identical 
point of view... The assumption underlying both ideologies 
is that it is impossible for Jews and non-Jews to grow to- 
gether into a single community, and that therefore a 
physical separation is the only practical way out. 

The watchword of anti-Semitism is ‘back to medieval 
apartheid’, the watchword of Zionism is ‘back to the 
medieval ghetto’. All the far-flung ghettos in the world are 
to be gathered into one patch of soil in Palestine to create 
a single consolidated ghetto there.** 

As many writers from various countries, holders of different 
ideologies and political views, have already demonstrated, Zionist 
leaders have often found, and still do, a common language even 
with Nazis and other fascists.*® 

Most Zionist leaders considered the Nazis’ victory, almost without 
exception, as a factor favouring the mass migration of German 
Jews to Palestine. In his letter to the Zionist leadership of 17 
December 1938 Ben Gurion, then chairman of the executive of 
the Jewish Agency, after expressing great fears that Palestine 
would not be in a state to absorb all the Jewish refugees, sounded 
the alarm that they might be sent to other countries. Then, he 
wrote, 

Zionism will be struck off the agenda not only in world 
public opinion, in Britain and the United States, but else- 
where in Jewish public opinion. If we allow a separation 
between the refugee problem and the Palestine problem, 
we are risking the existence of Zionism.°°—"* 
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Zionist spokesmen constantly try to represent Zionism as the 
principled, ideological, and political opponent of fascism and 
to that end they employ a host of techniques and means—from 
demonstrative speculation on the Hitlerites’ atrocities against the 
Jews (as, for example, on the proclamation of the Israeli state, 
symbolically declaring the six million Jews exterminated by the 
Nazis honorary citizens of Israel, and the founding of a history 
research institute Yad vashem (Memory of the Fallen), one of 
whose official jobs is to make an account of all the fascist atroci- 
ties against Jews, and so on) to various falsifications of the his- 
torical facts. 

The facts, meanwhile, convincingly show that Zionism, in 
several of its theoretical moments and in many aspects of its practi- 
cal activity, is by no means hostile to fascism and is not opposed 
to it. The elements they have in common in their ideological 
platforms, policies, tactics, and methods are founded on chau- 
vinism and racism and anti-communism. 

A fascist wing had already evolved in the Zionist camp in the 
middle of the 1920s, the so-called Revisionist Party led by Vla- 
dimir (Ze’ev) Jabotinsky. At the present time in Israel there are 
the pro-fascist party Herut (Freedom), organised in 1948, the 
so-called Jewish Defence League, the Betar youth organisation 
(Trumpeldor Union)*, the religious-fascist organisation Gush 
Emunim (Bloc of Believers), the so-called Movement for Greater 
Israel, which arose on an interparty basis, the Techia (Resurrec- 
tion) group, and other ultra-right associations.** 

The general trend of development of all Zionist currents and 
parties (with the exception of several small opposition groups 
such as the Shelli [Peace and Equality] and the Union of the 
Independent Socialist-Zionist Left, operating in Israel) is con- 
tinually to the right, both in the field of ideology and in that 
of politics. The process is taking place both in Israel, where, as 
the Communist Party of Israel stresses, there is a constantly grow- 
ing threat of fascism, and in other capitalist countries in which 
there are Jewish communities. The policy of the ultra-right 


* Joseph Trumpeldor, a Zionist who was killed in 1920 in a clash 
with Arabs, is counted as a ‘national hero’ in Israel. 
** Almost all these parties and organisations have branches in a num- 
ber of capitalist countries. 
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government headed by the Herut leader, Menachem Begin, formed 
after the 1977 parliamentary elections, had considerably increased 
the danger of the country becoming fascist.* 

Zionism and fascism are thus not antipodes and opponents, 
as Zionists and many Social-Democrats and bourgeois liberals 
assert, but are forms and trends of racism, anti-Sovietism, and 
anti-communism that are similar to each other. 

At the same time, in our view, it would be a serious error to 
equate all Zionism and fascism fully and to consider Zionism ‘the 
most dangerous form of fascism’ and Israel as a fascist state. 
That view is not only mistaken because there are very many 
opponents of fascism among the rank-and-file members of many 
Zionist parties and organisations, but also because it is impossible 
to consider a number of Zionist parties fascist for all the reac- 
tionary character of their ideology and political line. That applies 
not only to the more moderate Social-Zionist party MAPAM, 
for example, but also to the former chief party of the Israeli gov- 
ernment coalition, the right-wing Social-Zionist Party MAI (pre- 
viously MAPAT),** the bourgeois Party of Independent Liberals, 
the Movement for Civil Rights, the Democratic Movement, and 
several other organisations both inside Israel and in other capi- 
talist countries. 

The Communist Party of Israel’s fight against Zionist ideology 
and political practice (like that of other fraternal parties, too) 
is leading to a gradual withdrawal of support by many Jewish 
workers in Israel and other capitalist countries, and rejection 
(to one degree or another) of the policy of Israeli ruling circles 
and leaders of international Zionism, and to some of them break- 
ing with Zionist ideology. 


* Several liberal circles (the Shelli group, etc.) have also begun to 
talk of late about the fascist danger, the growth in the number of ultra- 
right groups, and activisation of their work. (See, for example, the 
article by the well-known Israeli publicist Amnon Kepeliouk entitled 
‘The Agressiveness of Ultra-right Israeli Circles’ published in the Decem- 
ber 1979 issue of the French journal Monde diplomatique.) 

** The theoretical views and political activity of some of the right- 
wing leaders of MAI, it needs to be said, are very close to being pro- 
fascist. 
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One Zionist dogma is that establishment of the Jewish State 
would help get rid of anti-Semitism, and encourage its disap- 
pearance. The facts of life, however, are showing that this pos- 
tulate, too, is not being confirmed. Anti-Semitism exists in a whole 
number of capitalist countries, and it is growing, spearheaded 
as always, as a rule, against the poor people among the Jewish 
population. 

Many Zionist personalities also recognise this, anyhow (of 
course in distorted form, with reservations and never taking it 
to its conclusion). Nathan Rotenstreich, professor of philosophy 
in the Hebrew University of Jerusalem, for instance, actually 
rejecting this Zionist dogma, has noted that the State of Israel 
has not only failed to solve the problem of anti-Semitism but has 
‘deepened and reinforced the problem by arousing anger against 
what the Jews have done’ (against the Arabs—L.D.).°? 

Although the authors of statements like that (and other similar 
ones) and half-recognitions are in essence trying, as regards the 
‘Jewish question’, to equate capitalist and socialist countries and 
not at all to bring out the real nature of Zionism and the policies 
of Israel’s ruling circles based on it, they are undoubtedly evidence, 
once more, for all that, of the bankruptcy of Zionist dogmas. 

In trying to disguise the crisis of their ideology and policy 
Zionists are spreading lies and the provocative thesis of ‘total 
anti-Semitism’ with all their might. By instilling anti-Sovietism 
and anti-communism Zionist leaders slanderously claim that now 
‘anti-Semitism is growing, masquerading as anti-Zionism’, and 
allege that there is discrimination against Jews in socialist coun- 
tries and a kind of ‘Communist anti-Semitism’. They have also 
invented an ‘anti-Semitism of De Gaulle and his adherents’, and 
‘anti-Semitism of the Left?’ and of the ‘New Left’, 
‘Negroes’ anti-Semitism’ in the United States, and so on and 
so forth. 

When the General Assembly of the United Nations voted by 
a majority in November 1975 for the resolution censuring Zionism 
as a form of racism and racial discrimination, Zionists and their 
allies began to accuse nearly the whole of the United Nations 
of anti-Semitism. 

Any criticism of the expansionist, aggressive, anti-popular, and 
anti-national policy of the Israeli government and of the in- 
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ternational Zionist organisations supporting it in every way is im- 
mediately declared by the Zionist elite operating by methods of 
“ntellectual terrorism’, anti-Semitism and actions hostile to Jews, 
Judaism, and the State of Israel. 
As for the Arab states (especially the progressive ones) and 
the Palestine national liberation movement, the Zionist propa- 
ganda machine constantly falsely accused them not only of 
‘anti-Semitism’ but also of wanting to destroy the Israeli state 
and pursuing a policy of genocide in relation to Israelis. 
All these statements have no real basis. 
The standpoint of progressive Arab circles on this issue was 
expressed with maximum clarity by the outstanding leader of 
the Arab national liberation movement, the late President of 
Egypt Gamal Abdel Nasser, speaking in November 1967, ie. a 
few months after Israeli aggression: 
The Jews are our cousins. We have lived together 
throughout ages. Zionism alone has caused difficulties; since 
then mutual understanding between Jews, Arabs and 
Christians has become impossible. We can live in one house, 
and none of us must seize the whole house and drive the 
others out of it. 

Spokesmen of the anti-imperialist forces of the Arab East have 

time and again stated that they are fighting imperialism and its 

ally and agent Zionism, but not Jews. 

The adviser of the Kuwait delegation to the United Nations, 
and member of the Palestine National Council, Dr. Fayez Sayegh, 
for instance, said at the 30th Session of the UN General Assem- 
bly: 

We are against Zionism as a form of racism. We are against 
anti-Semitism. And we reject the equation of anti-Zionism 
with anti-Semitism. We revere the Jewish faith."* 
The theses for the 18th Congress of the Communist Party of 
Israel noted that 
the competent leaders of the PLO publicly declared more 
than once that their aspirations to establish a ‘secular 
democratic state in a unified Palestine’ does not constitute 
a concrete political aim, but an idea, which might be 
realised in the distant future only by the free will of both 
peoples. The PLO is ready to take part together with 
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Israel in the Geneva Peace Conference on the Middle 
East, on the basis of the UNO decisions, which recognise 
the right to sovereign existence of the State of Israel, as 
well as the national rights of the Palestine Arab people.™ 
In September 1975 a senior editor of the American Newsweek 
Arnaud de Borchgrave put the following question to Yassir Arafat, 
chairman of the executive of the PLO: 
Other Arab leaders have told me that if Israel returned 
to its 1967 borders and a Palestinian state were established 
on the West Bank and in Gaza, we would then see real 
Arab-Israeli reconciliation and a lasting peace. Do you 
agree?*® 
To which Arafat replied: “This would mean a peaceful settle- 
ment’.°? 

That is how matters stand with the false Zionist thesis about 
‘Arab anti-Semitism’ and the Soviet Union’s support of this 
‘anti-Semitism’. The Zionist hierarchy need constantly inflamed 
anti-Arabism because it helps keep the masses of the people of 
Israel under their control and strengthens Zionism’s position in 
the Jewish communities of various countries. 

Some Zionist spokesmen affirm that Jews are not only destined 
to constant hatred, enmity, and distrust by the population around 
them, but that they also deserve this because of their customs, 
behaviour, and occupations. Zionists declare that the life of Jews 
outside Israel is allegedly ‘amoral’ in all respects and that they are 
losing their national-cultural and physical qualities. ‘The Jews 
of the Diaspora,’ Zionists say, ‘are living unhealthy lives and they 
are corrupt ... the Gentiles around them are living healthy 


lives’.8 
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Zionist dogmas declare that the only possible and essential way 
of resolving the Jewish question is the maximum ‘ingathering of 
the exiles in the land of their forefathers’. To that end they 
proclaimed the watchword of ‘a land without a people given to 
a people without a land’, which treats Jews as people without a 
homeland unless they ‘return’ to the ‘Promised Land’, and com- 
pletely ignores the fact that Arabs have lived in Palestine for 
centuries. 

From the very start of Zionist colonisation of Palestine the 
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rights and interests of the Arab population have in fact been 
completely ignored. While the ultra-right Zionist parties and 
leaders pursue this course, as a rule with cynical frankness, some 
Zionist factions have from time to time talked pharisaically (and 
still do) about ‘friendly feelings toward the Arabs’, ‘respect for 
their customs and culture’, ‘the need to recognise the rights of 
Arabs as individuals’ (but not as a people), and so on.* 

When Albert Einstein, the great physicist, whom the Zionists 
tried with all their might to draw to their side asked Chaim 
Weizmann, one of the Zionist leaders, in the United States: 
‘What about the Arabs if Palestine were given to the Jews?’ The 
latter, who was considered a relatively moderate Zionist in the 
West, arrogantly replied: ‘What Arabs? ‘They are hardly of any 
consequence.”®® The first Israeli Minister of Education, Prof. 
Benzion Dinur, the historian, expounded the Zionist position on 
this matter as follows: 

In our country there is room only for Jews. To the Arabs 
we say: ‘Shove off’; if they don’t agree, if they resist, we 
shall push them out by force. We shall smite them, kick 
their bottoms, and force them to make way.®® 
The racist thesis of a Palestine ‘free of Arabs’,—‘more land, less 
Arabs’, or ‘an exclusively Jewish State’—1is basic in Zionist ideol- 
ogy and practice. 

To substantiate their illegal claims to monopoly possession of 
Palestine Zionists declared the ‘natural and historical rights of 
the Jews to the Biblical country’, in spite of the historical truth 
and in breach of the basic norms of international law. Occasional- 
ly such an ‘argument’ as ‘divine right’ even figures—the willing 
of Palestine to the Jews by Jahweh allegedly recorded in the Old 
Testament. 

Understanding that such ‘arguments’ are unable to convince 


* The organisations and groups that used to exist in Palestine— 
Hashomer Hatzair (Young Guard), Brith Shalom (Peace Union), Ihud 
(Unity), which at one time stood for the establishment of a ‘binational 
state’, soon completely capitulated in fact to the Zionist majority. Today 
separate left Zionist groups periodically speak of the national rights of the 
Arabs of Palestine but (1) extremely vaguely, indistinctly, and reservedly, 
and (2) not one of them recognises clearly and unequivocally the right of 
the Palestinian Arabs to establish their own sovereign national state. 
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any considerable number of people in our day, Zionists make great 
efforts to construct new theories designed to reinforce the Zion- 
ist ideology of their ‘right’ to Palestine in any degree whatever. 
Some of their leaders, having fixed on the theory of the ‘exclusive- 
ness of the Jews’ say that while all peoples have the right to 
justice, Jews (because of the great ordeals that have fallen to 
their lot) have the right to demand more justice for themselves. 
In relatively liberal Zionist and pro-Zionist circles it is recognised 
(with different reservations) that establishment of the State 
of Israel did an injustice to the Arabs and they repeat Weizmann’s 
wily, casuistic dictum that the conflict in Palestine 

is not a case of a conflict between right and wrong but 

is one of conflicting rights... our case is more just, 

because our needs are greater.** 
The Israeli Zionist writer A. B. Yegoshua goes even further in 
this direction. While recognising that Zionists have no ‘historical 
right’ to Palestine, he tries to substantiate their claim to that 
country by the ‘right of need’, ‘the right of the hungry to steal 
a crust of bread or the right to save oneself from murder or fire’. 
It will readily be seen that Yegoshua only modified the ‘old lie 
of Zionists about ‘eternal anti-Semitism’ and the special path of 
development of the Jews, and was trying to represent Zionists as 
defenders and saviours of Jewry. On the one hand, he said, there 
was the political right, the geopolitical, natural right of a people 
to sovereignty in their own country (the Arabs’ right), and on 
the other hand, the right to existence, the right of ‘No Alternat- 
ive’,* which was also a natural right (the Jews’ right) .°? 

Thus, if the ‘classic’ Zionist theory in fact declares that Jews 
have the right to expel the Arabs from Palestine (Israel) because 
the latter allegedly have no right to it and in general lack national 
consciousness, the ‘new’ Zionist conception asserts that the Arabs 
must be expelled despite their being a people and having a nation- 
al right to Palestine. Yegoshua’s argument, and his fellows’ 
boils down in the last analysis (like all other Zionist theories) to 
a justification of Zionist tactic of the fait accompli and positions 
of strength policy. 


* ‘No Alternative’ (Ayn B’rerah) is a watchword by which Zionists 
endeavour to justify any of their actions, however illegal, reactionary, 
and inhuman they may be, 
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Underlying the conception just considered is the unscientific 
theory of the confrontation in the Middle East of two nation- 
alisms and two national liberation movements, the Arab and the 
Jewish (Israeli). 
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No matter how Zionist propaganda has tried sometimes to 
hide it, the cult of force, and reliance on militarism and aggres- 
sion are a basic tenet of Zionism’s ideology. ‘I feel that wisdom 
of Israel now is the wisdom to wage war, that and nothing else, 
that and that only,’ Ben Gurion declared® and Menachem Begin 
said in October 1958, addressing a punitive unit of the Israeli 
army: 

You, Israelis, should never have mercy in your hearts when 
you kill your enemies. You should never be kind to them, so that 
we May undermine the so-called Arab culture.** 

Not a single Israeli (or Zionist) official document, it must be 
stressed, has ever exactly. defined the boundaries of this state 
aimed, as its leaders themselves have said, at expansion.*° On 11 
May 1942 the Zionist Organisation of America adopted what is 
called the Baltimore Program, which soon underlay the official 
line of the World Zionist Organisation. This programme called 
in particular for the establishment of the Jewish State on the 
whole territory of ‘Biblical Palestine’ (so-called Eretz Israel or 
‘Land of Israel’).° In the Israeli Declaration of Independence 
of 14 May 1948 all of Palestine, two-thirds of whose population 
then consisted of Arabs, was named as the ‘Land of Israel’ but 
nothing was deliberately said about the boundaries of the State 
of Israel. In the Jerusalem Programme adopted in 1951 by the 
23rd Congress of the WZO,*’ which replaced the Basel Program- 
me of 1897, and the New Programme approved in 1968 by the 
27th Congress,®* and in the other programme documents of the 
Zionists it is also a matter of the ‘Land (or country) of the Israel- 
ites’, i. e. the territory of all ‘Biblical Palestine’. 

In March 1972 the Knesset passed a resolution by an over- 
whelming majority which read in part that the historical right 
of the Jewish people to Eretz Israel was indisputable.*® Speaking 
in the name of the government the MAI member of the Knesset 
Haim Zadok said that 
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there was little difference of opinion in the House about 

the Jewish people’s historic rights to Eretz Israel. 

The difference was over the feasibility of realising these 

rights just now.” 
This ‘extremist zionist resolution of the Knesset’, Meir Vilner 
said, 

is but the generalization of zionist theory that on principle 

this country ‘belongs’ to the Jewish people, and only for 

practical reasons this target can be achieved only by 

stages.”! 
Whatever manoeuvres Zionist leaders resort to, the facts attest 
that international Zionism had by no means dropped the creation 
of a ‘Greater Israel’ from its plans. While ultra-right Zionist 
groups openly or almost openly call for the annexation of Arab 
areas conquered in 1967, considering that another step on the 
road to creating Eretz Israel, other Zionist circles consider that 
there are no real opportunities in present circumstances to achieve 
the ‘maximum programme’. At the same time the Israeli govern- 
ment is pursuing a policy of faits accomplis in the occupied Arab 
territories, acquiring and appropriating the fellahins’ land, build- 
ing Jewish settlements, etc. 

Zionists need panegyrics to the cult of force and the ‘law of 
the fist’, and constant fanning of a war psychosis in Israel and 
the Jewish communities in various countries, so as to maintain 
the ‘unity of the Jewish people’, i. e. to force the Jews of many 
countries to give every kind of help to the ruling circles of Israel 
and the leaders of international Zionism, who need finance, arms, 
manpower, and cannon fodder. 
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Zionist spokesmen, as we have already said, devote immense 
attention to the question of the Jewish State in the ‘land of our 
forefathers’, which they think of simply as established and governed 
on the basis of Zionism’s dogmas. Zionist doctrine qualified the 
Jewish State (and before it was established, the ‘Jewish national 
home’) not only as the allegedly sole ‘heaven of salvation’ for the 
Jews of the whole world but also as an allegedly quite special, 
unique, ‘egalitarian’ state, the ‘justest’. 

The French political scientist Robert Misrahi, for instance, 
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claims that ‘the political and economic problems (in Israel) are 
quite different from those met in traditional capitalist societies’. 
Social-Zionists go even further in their apologetics of Israel and 
Zionism, and are echoed by many Social-Democratic politicians 
in the West. The Israeli pseudo-Socialists and some leaders of 
the Socialist International were declaring until recently that Is- 
rael was a kind of model socialist (or semi-socialist) state, and 
persistently tried to represent it as a kind of ‘socialist laboratory’ 
and example for the countries of Africa and Asia, and also of 
Latin America. The General Secretary of the Socialist Interna- 
tional Julius Braunthal, wrote that in Israel ‘socialist ideas were 
put into practice ... more profoundly than in any other de- 
mocratic country’.”3 

We have already demonstrated that Israeli reality and the 
nature of Social-Zionism itself differ from such demagogic state- 
ments, like heaven from earth. Present-day Israel is not only a 
reactionary capitalist state but has been converted by the Zionist 
establishment into a component, and ‘bridgehead’ of the capitalist, 
imperialist, neocolonialist West. 

The three wars against Arab countries unleashed so far by 
Israeli ruling circles with the support of imperialism and inter- 
national Zionism, and Israel’s whole policy in the Middle East, 
demonstrate its aspiration, led by Zionism, to oppose itself to the 
Arab world and play a hegemonist role in the region as the 
vehicle of ‘Western civilisation’. 

Zionist spokesmen persistently repeat the slogan that it is neces- 
sary to prevent the danger that ‘Israel could lapse into the cate- 
gory of another Levantine state’,’* and call for a fight against 
penetration of the ‘Levantine spirit’ (i.e. the traditional Eastern 
spirit—L.D.) into the Jewish State. At the same time Zionist 
leaders claim (they have done so particularly widely in recent 
years, and are again repeating it since Sadat signed the separate 
deal with Israel) that Zionists are the connecting link between 
West and East, performing a ‘cultural and education mission’ 
in regard to developing countries, and so on and so forth. The 
peoples of developing countries, however, in spite of artful Zionist 
camouflage, have understood that Israel is carrying out a neo-co- 
lonialist policy, and is functioning (while pursuing its own in- 
terests as well, of course) as salesman and agent of the imperi- 
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alist powers and monopolies, and homme de confiance of the 
right-wing leadership of the Socialist International. 

While pursuing a policy of permanent aggression and expansion 
in relation to Arab countries, Israel hypocritically declares its 
‘peaceful’ wish to have normal, even friendly, many-sided relations 
with Arab countries, and so on. What in fact is hidden behind 
those phrases, and how Zionists imagine the future Middle Eastern 
region after the conclusion of peace are quite clear, for example, 
from the words of the former Israeli Minister of Foreign Affairs, 
Abba Eban, who wrote some years ago that Israel wanted to 
establish with its Arab neighbours ‘the relationship between the 
United States and the Latin American continent’.” 

After the signing of the separate agreement between President 
Sadat of Egypt and the Prime Minister of Israel, Menachem 
Begin, under US patronage at Camp David, the Western press 
began to carry reports that the ruling circles of the USA, Israel, 
and Egypt were hatching plans to establish a new aggressive bloc 
in the Middle East (they had already thought up a name for 
it, the Middle East Treaty Organisation, or METO). 

In December 1979 the UN General Assembly with full justifi- 
cation condemned Zionism, and the Zionist-Israeli form of re- 
gional hegemonism in its resolution on the inadmissibility of the 
policy of hegemonism in international relations, among other 
forms of such a political line. 

After the fall of the Shah’s regime in Iran, Washington en- 
trusted the police function in the Middle East to Israel and Egypt 
(considered as the nucleus of METO). 

Both American and Israeli leading politicians emphasise the 
‘special character’ of the relations between their countries, ex- 
pressed in Israel’s being one of the main allies and champions of 
American policy in the Middle East, and the United States’ 
constant rendering of immence military, political, and economic 
help to it for that purpose. It is not by chance that Begin is all 
the time repeating that ‘Israel is contributing directly and seriously 
to the national security of the United States’.”* The ‘special 
relations’ have come about because Washington considers inter- 
national Zionism as one of the most active forces in imperialism’s 
fight against the world revolutionary process. 

The ‘special relations’ between the USA and Israel are deter- 
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mined to no small extent by the fact that the North American 
Zionist hierarchy, which plays, if not the leading role, in any case 
no less a one in the World Zionist Organisation and the World 
Jewish Congress than the Israeli Zionist leaders, while holding 
very strong positions in the US economy, has no little influence 
on US foreign policy (especially in relation to the Middle East), 
and also on US domestic policy. And here we again come right 
up against what Giniewski calls ‘the central idea of the Zionist 
philosophy’, i.e. ‘the unity of the people in spite of the Disper- 


sion’.”* 


One of the key tenets of modern Zionist ideology is that Israel 
is the state of a world people.”® For many years a main doctrine 
of ‘political Zionism’ has regarded the Jewish population of the 
whole world as ‘exiles’ and advocated their ‘unification in the 
Land of Israel’. But the ‘fathers of Zionism’ and later Zionist 
leaders in practice never considered that all or the majority of 
Jews should emigrate to the ‘land of their forefathers’. Despite that, 
however, Zionist spokesmen and leaders have propagandised in 
every way the dogma of the ‘exiled people’. 

After the establishment of the Jewish State it finally became 
clear that US Zionists, who adhered to the conception of ‘spiritu- 
al Zionism’ refused to recognise themselves as living in ‘exile’, 
considering their homeland the United States and not Israel. After 
several disputes in the Zionist camp, the American (and other 
Western) Zionist leaders managed to secure adoption of the 
theory (with which not all Zionists, however, agree) that as- 
sumes that the USA (and other imperialist countries) are not 
haluta (exile) for the local Jews. So an official alliance was con- 
cluded between ‘Political’ and ‘Spiritual’ Zionism that was 
designed to help consolidate (1) the Zionists’ positions in the 
United States and other countries of the West, and (2) Israel’s 
position in the capitalist world and above all in the United States 
of America. 

The formula advanced by Zionist spokesmen as a justification 
of the theory of the ‘centrality of Israel in Jewish life’ is a gross 
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breach of international law because it requires a ‘dual loyalty’ 
from the Jews of various countries, ie. in fact fidelity to Israel 
and Zionism. By this theory and the watchword ‘Israel is the 
homeland of all Jews who want it’, Zionists endeavour in every 
way to convince Jewish communities and world opinion that there 
is allegedly an identity and immanent logical and actual inter- 
dependence of the concepts and phenomena Jews-Zionism-State of 
Israel. This theory has, however, in the views of Zionist leaders, 
primarily to promote the establishment and consolidation of 
ideological, political, and organisational control over the Jewish 
masses by the Zionist hierarchy and rabbis faithful to Zionism, 
and the ruling circles of a number of imperialist powers stand- 
ing behind them. 

The chairman of the executive of the Jewish Agency* Arie 
Pincus gave the following explanation of the ‘Centricity of Is- 
rael’ at a session of the Zionist General Council in February 1970: 

We want the Jewish people to be fully identified with the 
difficult struggle we (the Israelis) are waging... This 
identification presupposes not only financial support, it 
means absolute readiness to fulfill any demand of Israel, 
active defence of its policy, creation of an atmosphere 
amiable to it. It means a struggle for the political inter- 
ests of Israel even if such a struggle contradicts the in- 
terests of the country the Jews live in.” 
The conception of the ‘interdependence of Israel and the Diaspora’ 
or of the ‘two parts of the world Jewish nation’ is widely em- 
ployed by international Zionism in order to drug the Jewish 
population of different areas of the world with nationalism. 

In recent years, it must be noted, a number of the leaders of 
American Zionists, in striving, with the backing of some of the 
leadership of the World Jewish Congress, to play a leading role 
in international Zionism, having ousted Israeli Zionists, want to 
employ the formula ‘partnership of Israel and the Diaspora’ for 
their own ends. This has been evoked by fears that the adven- 
turist policy of Israeli ruling circles will lead to even greater inter- 


* The Jewish Agency is a part of the World Zionist Organisation and 
one of the main organs of international Zionism, 
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national isolation of Israel and greatly intensify the discrediting 
of Zionist ideology and practice. The Israeli leaders in turn in- 
terpret this formula as fully consonant with the thesis of ‘Israel- 
centrism’, and call on the Jews of the Diaspora to support Is- 
rael’s political line wholly and unreservedly. These theoretical 
and political differences are a certain reflection of the rivalry 
(and of disputes on tactical matters) between the two directing 
centres of modern Zionism. While noting the existence of disputes 
and disagreements in the Zionist hierarchy, we must emphasise 
that both the points of view considered above are reactionary 
and in no way correspond to the true interests of the people of 
Israel and Jewish workers in the USA and other countries. 

The overwhelming majority of Jews in all the countries of 
the world, as we know, reject Zionism and its dogmas and con- 
ceptions, including ‘dual loyalty’, in one way or another. Not 
only Marxist Jews oppose Zionist ‘dual loyalty’ but also many cap- 
italist circles (to one extent or another). As a very typical exam- 
ple we may take the reply of Prof. Jacqueline Hadamard to the 
pro-Zionist multimillionaire Edmond de Rothschild, who appealed 
to French Jews during the 1967 war to pay a ‘tax’ for Israel: 

No, I do not belong to the Jewish ‘people’. Like most 
French Jews I belong to the French people, who gave the 
world the Declaration of the Rights of Man and Citizen, 
freedom to the slaves, the status of citizen to Jews in 
1791, and Zola’s I Accuse. 

The pro-Semite (she said), who considers himself to 
belong to a ‘chosen people’ is every bit as racist as the 
anti-Semite.®° 

In the United States only 20 per cent of persons of Jewish ex- 
traction gave money to the United Israel Appeal.*? The picture 
was more or less the same in other Jewish communities of cap- 
italist countries. 
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The anti-communism and anti-Sovietism of the ruling circles 
of present-day Israel and of the international Zionist centres, 
which have flourished like a luxuriant flower in the course of 
time, especially in recent decades, and the conversion of Zionism 
into one of imperialism’s main weapons in its fight against the 


45 


world revolutionary process were programmed by the very nature 
of Zionist ideology and policy. 

Zionists’ hatred for communism and the Soviet Union is not 
simply due to their hostility to the first country in the world that 
ended the exploitation of man by man, but is primarily because 
the Jewish question was solved in a democratic way for the first 
time in the USSR (like the national question as a whole). Their 
vicious spite is also roused by the principled, firm line of the 
USSR in support of the anti-imperialist, national liberation 
struggle, including the fight of the peoples of the Arab East, in 
helping the victims of Israel’s aggression, and for a just settlement 
of the Middle Eastern conflict in the interests of all the peoples 
and countries of that region. 

All the trends in international Zionism are inevitably very ac- 
tively involved in the provocative, slanderous, anti-Soviet and 
anti-communist campaigns organised by imperialism and its allies 
and agents. Zionists try, for instance, in conjunction with, all 
the other ultra-reactionary forces, to counteract detente and to 
revive the spirit of the cold war in international relations, shout 
about the ‘Soviet menace’, about the so-called violations of human 
rights in the USSR and other socialist countries, and try to cast 
a shadow over socialist democracy, the socialist economy, etc. 

Zionist and pro-Zionist spokesmen play a considerable role in 
developing various pseudo-scientific conceptions whose aim is to 
falsify and distort Marxist-Leninist ideology, the home and foreign 
policy of the Soviet Union and the socialist community as a 
whole. Zionist spokesmen propagate the anti-Soviet and anti-com- 
munist theories in every way, that form the armoury of the ‘Free 
World’, and endeavour to ‘improve’ them. For that purpose 
right-wing Social-Zionists link up with the activity of right-wing 
Social-Democratic circles; openly bourgeois Zionists with the ac- 
tivity of international and national, bourgeois conservative and 
liberal organisations; Religious Zionists and Judaic clericals with 
the activity of various kinds of interconfessional and confessional 
organisations, functioning on an international scale and in sep- 
arate countries; leftist Social-Zionists operate among Left So- 
cialists and trade-union leaders who do not belong to the So- 
cialist International and International Confederation of Free 
Trade Unions, and among the New Left, etc. The Israeli intelli- 
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gence service and the intelligence bodies of international Zionist 
centres try, in daily contact with the CIA and the intelligence 
services of NATO countries, to carry on subversive activity against 
socialist countries, and above all against the USSR. 

Zionist spokesmen and leaders display special activity in en- 
deavouring to falsify the nature and aims of the Soviet Union’s 
policy in the Middle East, depicting it slanderously as allegedly 
one-sided, pursued only in the interests of the Arab peoples, and 
even as anti-Israel. 

Another main trend of Zionism’s anti-communist ideological 
diversions is constant spread of the malicious lie of ‘Soviet anti-Se- 
mitism’, ‘discrimination against Jews in socialist countries’, and 
so on. In both cases the voice of Zionists is probably the loudest 
and most importunate in the whole chorus of world reaction. 

The international Zionist organisations and Zionist-led Israel 
are one of the chief centres of anti-communism. Some years ago 
the American Zionist Mark Braverman wrote with satisfaction: 

Politically Israel clearly would fit in with the Western 

bloc. Her main enemy is the Soviet Union. Her leaders 

are strongly anti-communist.*? 
The anti-communism and anti-Sovietism of Zionist leaders 
are truly without bounds. David Ben Gurion, for instance, reached 
the point in one of his speeches of such a blasphemy as to 
draw a parallel between the great Socialist Revolution of October 
1917 and—the Hitlerite domination of Europe, declaring them 
‘two most terrible calamities’ for Jewry.** At the anti-Soviet Zion- 
ist conference in Brussels in 1971 this diehard slanderer alleged 
that anti-Semitism was as bad in the Soviet Union today as in 
tsarist times.** Golda Meir in turn more than once pronounced 
the Soviet Union now a truly imperialist power that wanted to 
take over the whole Middle East, and desired the complete an- 
nihilation of Jews and the death of Israel, etc., etc.6° The Social- 
Zionist politician David Hacohen even went so far as to declare 
the USSR ‘a fascist state’,®* while I. A. Unger, a lecturer at the 
Hebrew University of Jerusalem has compared the Communist 
Party of the USSR to Hitler’s National-Socialist Party.*’ 

Zionists have striven, on the soil of a common hatred of the 
Soviet Union and communism, to make bloc with any reaction- 
ary forces. In 1927, for instance, the Zionist newspaper published 
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in Poland Heint appealed to Trotsky with a proposal to es- 
tablish unity of action.®® 

In our day Zionist leaders and the ruling circles of Israel are 
on the friendliest of terms with the apartheid regime in South 
Africa, and the murderous dictatorships of Pinochet and Stréssner, 
and other gorillas. At the same time Tel Aviv is trying in every 
way to build a de facto alliance with Peking, whose political course 
more and more corresponds to the interests of Zionism, and not 
just in the Middle East, without mentioning their mutual senior 
partner, imperialism. 

The leaders of the People’s Republic of China still sharply 
criticise Israel’s policy and Zionism in words, but in deeds there 
have been systematic contacts between representatives of the two 
countries, certain trade relations, and co-operation on several 
matters. From documents seized in the Israeli embassy in Teheran, 
it appears that the Israeli and Maoist intelligence services in 
Iran co-operated with one another and with the Shah’s bloody 
secret police SAVAK.* 


* %* & 


Zionist ideology, as a component of imperialism’s ideology, is 
becoming more and more reactionary with every aggravation 
of the general crisis of capitalism; the real nature of Zionism’s 
ideology and policy is becoming clear to wider and wider sec- 
tions of people. At the same time Zionism, more than many other 
varieties and forms of imperialist ideology and policy, still suc- 
ceeds, thanks to its large financial means, skilful tactical ma- 
noeuvring, subtle demagogy, well-planned organisational work, and 
help from ultra-right to a number of bourgeois-liberal and So- 
cial-Democratic organisations, in carrying a very considerable 
part of the Jewish population of Israel and many other capital- 
ist countries with it to some extent or other, and in confusing 
part of world opinion. No propagandist rouge and very ingenious 
tactics can hide the profound, chronic crisis of the Zionist ideo- 
logy and policy of the ruling circles of Israel and the leaders of 
international Zionism. 

The crisis of Zionism, Emile Touma says, concerns 

strategy not tactics. It is the basic Zionist ideological con- 
cepts that are involved, not this tactic or that; and be- 
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cause Zionism, like other capitalist reactionary ideologies, 
cannot change their nature or characteristics, the present 
crisis will deepen and envelop Zionism ultimately. 
The deep roots of Zionism’s crisis are the constantly growing 
gap between its dogmas and the policy based on them and the 
realities of today’s world. 

Zionists’ feverish efforts to gather in to the ‘land of their fore- 
fathers’ the maximum number of Jews from various countries 
and to subordinate Jewish communities throughout the world to 
their influence, are suffering fiasco. The overwhelming majority 
of the Jewish population has no intention of emigrating to Is- 
rael. Jewish workers in various countries, including Israel, are 
more and more actively criticising Zionism and the policies of 
Israel’s ruling circles. 

Zionism’s progressing crisis is forcing very. many Zionist figures 
even to take note of it. In an article about the forthcoming 29th 
Zionist Congress in 1978, the- Israeli publicist Arie Zimaki 
gloomily said that they had been witnesses in the past ten years 
of a steep decline in the strength, standing, and influence of the 
Zionist movement among Jews the world over, and that weakness 
of the movement had become clear through the marked drop in 
immigration and the helplessness of Zionism in the fight against 
assimilation.** 

The convening of the next ‘world’ congress of Zionists has 
been postponed several times for various reasons. All the at- 
tempts of Zionist leaders to get a considerable increase in the 
membership of Zionist organisations in various countries so as 
to have the chance to speak of the growth and corfsolidation of 
the World Zionist Organisation, have essentially failed. No mat- 
ter how the Zionist leaders did try to hide this fact, the 29th 
Congress of the World Zionist Organisation held in February 1978 
(it was originally planned for 1976) also in fact demonstrated 
the profound crisis of international Zionism’s ideology and policy 
and the course of Israel’s ruling circles. The congress, the Is- 
raeli publicist Boas Evron wrote, symbolised a movement that 
had long ceased to advance.*? The newspaper of the Communist 
Party of Israel Zo haderekh quite justly called it a hollow con- 
gress, and that those who spoke about the ideological bankruptcy 
of the Zionist ‘dream’ were right. There was, however, a well- 
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oiled machine, and the ramified apparatus lived. The huge budget 
fed from known and unknown sources, posed new aims while the 
new leadership, reflecting the new correlation of forces on the 
political arena of Israel, intended to continue the line of the 
previous leadership in converting the whole thing called the 
World Zionist Organisation into an auxiliary instrument of offi- 
cial Israeli policy.** 

Israel, by the fault of its Zionist rulers, is in essence almost 
completely isolated in the international arena; criticism addressed 
to the policy of Israeli ruling circles is more and more often and 
more loudly being heard even in those countries in Western 
Europe and America that used to give Israel unreserved help. 
For a number of years now Israel has been experiencing’ a very 
serious political, economic, and moral and psychological crisis. 
The Zionists themselves are powerless to hide it. The Israeli 
publicist Agarom Shamir, for example, has remarked that they 
have failed, that there were no signs of a consolidation of the 
people, and that disunity, on the contrary, was increasing.®* 

‘But in Israel today, Jews, as Jews, live in greater danger of 
their lives than anywhere else in the world,’ the Israeli writer and 
journalist Amos Elon wrote in 1971.® Since the establishment 
of the State of Israel between 350 000 and 500 000 Jews have 
emigrated from Israel, according to various sources, i.e., more 
than 10 to 13 per cent of its present population. For several years 
an average of 2000 Israelis have quit the country every month. 
Immigration to Israel has been dropping in recent years, and in se- 
parate years, for example, 1975 and 1976, the number of persons 
leaving Israel exceeded the number of new immigrants.°’ 

The crisis in Israel is a manifestation of the crisis in interna- 
tional Zionism’s ideology and policy; in’turn it is encouraging 
a further development of crisis trends and phenomena in all 
international Zionist organisations. 

International Zionism, however, is still today, as it used to be, 
a dangerous, insidious enemy of all progressive forces and _ is 
striving, in alliance with imperialism and its other allies (in 
particular its de facto bloc with Arab reaction), to do much harm 
both to the Arab national liberation movement and to all forces 
struggling for international detente, social progress, and demo- 
cracy. 
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Yevgeny Primakov 


ZIONISM AND ISRAEL 
AGAINST THE ARAB PEOPLE 
OF PALESTINE* 


The Middle East conflict, one of the most protracted and 
serious conflicts of the 20th century, has its internal and external 
causes. Its internal causes lie in the antagonistic contradictions 
between Zionism, and later on Israel, pursuing an expansionist 
policy, on the one hand, and the Arab people of Palestine and 
the Arab states, on the other. The external causes lie in the pol- 
icies of the imperialist states, and after World War II, that of 
the United States of America, giving direct support to the ag- 
gressive policy line of Israel and actively using the Middle East 
conflict to fight the national liberation forces in this area and 
world socialism. 

Zionists’ aspiration to establish a Jewish ‘national home’ in Pa- 
lestine, then inhabited almost exclusively by Arabs, was revealed 
at their Basel Congress in 1897. Their leaders later described the 
substance of their movement as a striving to ‘return a people 
without a land to a land without a people’. This formula was 
faulty in both parts. Persons of Jewish origin lived and live in 
many countries, and the bulk of Jews considered and consider, 
their homeland the country where not only they themselves lived 
but also their fathers, grandfathers, and great-grandfathers had 
lived. 

Palestine in turn was by no means ‘a land without a people’. 
Scores of generations of Arabs are counted in its history. Its 
Jewish population in 1919 was 57,000, or 9.7 per cent of the 
total; there were then 533,000 Arabs on the territory of Palestine, 
or 90.3 per cent. Only in the 1930s did active immigration of a 
Jewish population begin, which reached a maximum after the 


* This paper is a revised chapter from Ye. M. Primakov’s Anatomiya 
blizhnevostochnogo konflikta (The Anatomy of the Middle East Conflict), 
Moscow, Mysl Publishers, 1978, 
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establishment of the State of Israel and in the first years of its 
existence. 

Immigration led to a change in the ratio of Jews and Arabs 
in Palestine. That happened, however, not simply through an 
absolute increase in the number of immigrants but also—and 
this point needs special attention—through eviction of the na- 
tive Palestinian Arab population. 

Long before the establishment of the State of Israel, colonising 
funds—the Jewish National Fund, instituted in 1901, and the 
Palestine Foundation Fund set up in 1920—had begun to buy 
land from Arab landowners, mainly big feudal types. As a result 
of these deals, the tenant peasantry were driven off the land, and 
thousands of agricultural labourers were left without work. Only 
an insignificant part of them obtained work in the new settle- 
ments. The Charter of the Jewish Agency, signed in Zurich on 
14 August 1925, is of interest in this connection. Article 3d reads 
as follows: 

Land is to be acquired as Jewish property and to be taken 
in the name of the Jewish National Fund. 
Article 3e adds: that 
in all works or undertakings carried out or furthered by 
the Agency, it shall be deemed a matter of principle that 
Jewish labour shall be employed.* 
The text of the agreement on advances between the Fund and 
the settlers who got credit from it, provided (Article 7): 
The settler hereby undertakes that he will during the 
continuance of any of the said advances reside upon the 
said agricultural holding and do all his farm work by him- 
self or with the aid of his family, and that, if and when- 
ever he may be obliged to hire help, he will hire Jewish 
workmen only.? 
The author of the Palestine Report on Immigration, Land Settle- 
ment and Development, 1930, Sir John Simpson, wrote: 
replacement of Arab labour by Jewish labour is a definite 
policy of the Zionist Organisation.* 
The Palestinian Arabs deprived of land could not find perma- 
nent work providing them with the means of subsistence in the 
towns either. 
Zionist leaders now display an extreme lack of interest in 
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discussing these aspects of their activity during the colonisation 
of Palestine, but that does not alter the heart of the matter. 

The beginning of mass emigration of Palestinian Arabs dates 
from 1947. 

On 29 November 1947 the U.N. General Assembly passed a 
resolution on partitioning the British mandated territory of Pales- 
tine and forming two states—one Jewish and the other Arab 
—on it. The Jewish state was assigned an area of 14,100 sq. km. 
and the Arab state 11,100 sq. km. This resolution of the United 
Nations was never carried out, however. Armed fighting broke 
out in many areas of Palestine in December 1947. General Sir 
John Glubb, founder of the Arab Legion in Transjordan, and 
later its commander, recalls in his memoirs a conversation be- 
tween a high-ranking officer of the Arab Legion and an officer 
of the Haganah (the irregular military organisation of the Pales- 
tintan Zionists that become the basis for building the Israeli 
army). 

The British officer asked the Jewish officer whether the 
New Jewish State would not have many internal troubles 
in view of the fact that the Arab inhabitants of the Jewish 
State would be equal in number to the Jews. 
‘Oh, no!’ replied the Jewish officer. “That will be fixed. 
A few calculated massacres will soon get rid of them!’’4 
What happened in December 1947 and continued in 1948 looked 
like an illustration of these words. In January 1948 Zionists 
caused an explosion in a square in Jaffa as a result of which 22 
Palestinian Arabs were killed and many more wounded. The 
next day Zionists blew up the Semiramis Hotel in Jerusalem and 
another 22 Palestinian Arabs were killed. Similar terroristic acts 
were committed in January, February, and March 1948. The 
most serious crime was committed in the Arab village of Deir 
Yassin. On the night of the 9-10th of April extremists from the 
Stern Gang and Irgun Zvai Leumi—two Zionist terrorist orga- 
nisations—made a bloody attack on this village, which was on 
the outskirts of Jerusalem; 254 persons (men, women, and child- 
ren) were killed. In April Zionist armed forces occupied Haifa, 
Jaffa, and the Arab quarter of Katamon in Jerusalem. In May 
Safad, Beisan, and other towns and settlements were seized. Up 
to May 1948, i.e., before the proclamation of the State of Israel, 
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around 400,000 Arabs were driven out of its future territory. 

Expulsion of Palestinian Arabs continued intensively after the 
founding of Israel as well, especially during the armed clashes 
between Zionist hands and the armies of Arab states during the 
first Palestinian war of 1948-1949. After the end of that war 
another 340,000 refugees were added to the 400,000 Palestinians 
forced to quit their homes. 

Why did this mass emigration of Palestinian Arabs take place? 
What were the real causes behind it? 

Later the leaders of Israel were to say that hundreds of 
thousands of Palestinians quit their homes ‘voluntarily’, becoming 
‘victims of Arab governments’ propaganda’ that allegedly called 
on them directly to leave the territory of Palestine. The British 
publicist Erskine Childers, who investigated the archives of the 
BBC, which contained recordings of the broadcasts of Arab radio 
stations beamed at Palestine (he has been quoted by many, in- 
cluding Israeli, writers of a liberal trend), told Uri Avnery that 
he did not find a single order, or even suggestion by an Arab 
leader that could be interpreted as a call to the Arabs to leave 
their homes.°® 

At the same time there is much evidence that the emigration 
of Palestinians was a result of the Zionist leadership’s policy. 
The point was not simply that Zionists organised this mass exodus 
of Palestinian Arabs. They did it to achieve an end. In 1957, 
General Yigal Allon, who was in command in the northern area 
during the first Palestinian war, said in addressing a conference, 
that prevention of an exodus of the Arab population had not 
been part of the intentions of the Zionist leadership in planning 
seizure of the Arab part of Safad. Those who did not belong to 
the Zionist leadership have expressed themselves much more 
definitely on this point, of course. Uri Avnery, a member of 
the Israeli parliament, for example, writes the following in his 
book Israel Without Zionists: 

I believe that during this phase, the eviction of Arab 
civilians had become an aim of David Ben-Gurion and 
his government.® 
And here is another view, which comes from the eminent Eng- 
lish historian Arnold Toynbee: 
The Palestinian Arabs did not leave their homes volun- 
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tarily or in obedience to instructions from the govern- 
ments of the adjoining Arab states. They fled from fear of 
death.” 
The justice of this conclusion has also been confirmed by the 
British military historian Edgar O’Ballance, who defined the 
substance of Zionist policy as follows: 
It was the Jewish policy to encourage the Arabs to quit 
their homes, and they used psychological warfare in urg- 
ing them to do so? 
The butchery of the peaceful Arab population of Deir Yassin 
and other similar crimes were used by Zionist propaganda to 
force the Arabs to quit their homes. Threats were broadcast by 
radio and loudspeaker van: ‘Unless you leave your homes, the 
fate of Deir Yassin will be your fate’,® “The road to Jericho is still 
open! Fly from Jerusalem before you are all killed!’?° 

The Zionists’ expansionist policy, spearheaded at that period 
against the Palestinian Arabs, evoked their resistance, which is 
why excesses took place whose victims were Jewish settlers. There 
is no question of justifying any of these actions directed against 
peaceful inhabitants, but it should be stressed, at the same time, 
that the Palestinian Arabs’ actions then were mainly a spontane- 
ous display of their disagreement with the establishing of a foreign 
state on territory they had inhabited from time immemorial. As 
for the terrorist actions against the Arab population, they were 
not spontaneous but an organised manifestation of the policy of 
the Zionist hierarchy aimed at establishing a one-nation state on 
the territory of Palestine. 

The majority of the Palestinian refugees settled in Trans- 
jordan and the Gaza Strip (which had passed under administra- 
tive control of Egypt), and several hundred thousand moved to 
Lebanon and Syria, while some received asylum in Iraq. Since 
1948 there has been a continuous struggle for the right of Pa- 
lestinian refugees to return to the area they were forced to quit. 
From 1948 to 1967 the U.N. General Assembly passed 19 resolu- 
tions affirming the right of the refugees to repatriation or, should 
they not want to return, to compensation for property lost, but 
Israel continued to refuse to carry out these resolutions. 

Thus, before the 1967 war, the Arab population of Palestine 
was divided into two parts. One—300,000 to 400,000 persons— 
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was in Israel, the other—around a million—in Arab countries 
bordering on Israel, living mainly in refugee camps. 

The situation of the Palestinian Arabs was made worse by the 
Six Day War of 1967. Hundreds of thousands of new refugees 
were again forced to abandon their homes—now on the West 
Bank of the River Jordan, in Jerusalem, the Gaza Strip, the 
Golan Heights, and the Sinai Peninsula, occupied by Israeli 
troops. Many became refugees for the second time; they quit their 
camps, set up after 1948 and re-settled on the East Bank of the 
Jordan, in Syria, and some in Lebanon, Iraq, and other Arab 
countries. Mass expulsion of Palestinian Arabs continued until 
1968, when King Hussein of Jordan closed the bridges across 
the Jordan. 

Even after that, however, hundreds and thousands of people 
were forcibly evicted from their homes—now selectively, mainly 
members of the intelligentsia, well-known individuals, influential 
people from the former administration, and so on. 

The authorities came to a man’s house in the middle of 
the night. They gave him a half-hour or an hour to pack 
up a few things, while making sure that neither he nor 
his family get in touch with the outside. A group of such 
people is taken to the Jordan Valley, and with the help 
of blows, shots ... they are forced to cross into Jordan. 
The majority of the expelled belong to the leadership of 
the Palestinian nation: mayors of towns, lawyers, engineers 
and intellectuals. Of course, they are not officially charged 
with anything, so that they have no possibility to defend 
themselves."* 
That is how the Chairman of the Israeli League for Human and 
Civil Rights, Prof. Israel Shahak, of the Hebrew University of 
Jerusalem, an eminent organic chemist, described the mechanism 
of ‘individual expulsions’ of people from the occupied territories. 

According to the Relief and Works Agency for Palestine 
Refugees in the Near East, set up by the United Nations, the 
total number of Palestinian refugees was 1,706,000 in 1977. They 
were distributed territorially as follows: more than half a mil- 
lion in eastern Jordan (more than 200,000 having been resettled 
there from the West Bank and the Gaza Strip after Israel’s 
June 1967 aggression) ; around 600,000 countinued to live in the 
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occupied West Bank and in the Gaza Strip (around 300,000 in 
the latter) ; around 340,000 in Syria and Lebanon. 

The Palestinians thus have proved to be without a homeland. 
That conclusion applies to the whole Palestinian nation—to the 
Palestinian Arabs who remained in Israel, to those who live in 
occupied territory, and to the hundreds of thousands of refugees 
who are in various Arab countries. 

The Arab national minority in Israel is practically deprived of 
civil rights, suffers discrimination in regard to work and educa- 
tion, and for a long time has not enjoyed freedom of movement 
within the country. It is indicative that the Arabs, who constitute 
more than 14 per cent of the population of Israel are almost not 
represented in the country’s leading governmental bodies. Of 
the 120 members of the Knesset in 1976, only six were Arabs. 
It is very characteristic that only 3 per cent of the students in 
Israel’s universities are Arabs. 

Discriminatory measures against the Arab minority in Israel 
are a matter of everyday occurrence. Prof. Noam Chomsky of 
the Massachussetts Institute of Technology, whom it is difficult to 
suspect of anti-Israel prejudices (he has written several articles 
in the past in which he extolled the way of life of Israelis) wrote 
as follows in the Parisian journal Jeune Afrique in March 1976: 

Apart from the discrimination implicit in the spirit and 
letter of the law, semi-official organisations like -the Jewish 
Agency and the Jewish National Fund are given respon- 
sibility for the development programmes with the obvious 
intention of introducing a huge disparity between the 
Jewish and Arab colonies. Thus ‘90,000 Arab villagers in 
Galilee receive the same allocation of water as is the nght 
of a single Jewish village ... and 60 per cent of the Arab 
villages still have no electricity.’ These facts are the nat- 
ural consequence of control of electrification and of the 
distribution of water by organisations devoted in principle 
to the well-being of Jewish citizens.*? 

Discrimination against Arabs also exists in the allocation of 
housing and in the field of education (not only higher) and muni- 
cipal services. Shulamit Aloni, member of the Knesset, wrote 
in the Israel newspaper Ediot Ahronot that comparison of the 
budgets of local municipalities in the Arab and Jewish sectors 
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very clearly indicated that the Arab sector was suffering severe 
discrimination.” 

Many progressive or liberal-minded Israelis have often ex- 
pressed their indignation at the rules existing in their country 
in relation to the Arab national minority. Israeli Communists 
have conducted a day-by-day struggle to change the Arabs’ 
living conditions in Israel and for their equal rights, and are 
still fighting. Certain changes were won after several years under 
the impact of the fight of the progressive forces in Israel and the 
international movement of solidarity with them, but they are 
very insignificant and cannot in any way cancel out the fact that 
the Palestinian Arabs remain in the position of an oppressed na- 
tional minority in Israel that does not enjoy equality with the 
Jewish part of the population. 

The Israeli leaders have not thought about solving the na- 
tional question of the Arab minority living in the country, and 
do not dream of doing so. On the contrary, they are pursuing a 
course of maintaining the one-nation character of their state, 
and are following a policy, moreover, serving the end either of 
gradually ousting the Arab population or abolishing its national 
identity. 

On that plane their land policy is typical. Before Israel was 
established a clearly expressed course of depriving the Arab part 
of the Palestinian population of land was pursued, which served 
‘ as a means for pushing them out after its foundation. In this 
state’s first years the government created closed zones utilising 
Article 125 of legislation introduced under the Mandate 
(1945)—of all things—to fight the terrorism of Zionist organisa- 
tions against the British administration. Arab landowners, whose 
lands were located in these zones were not permitted to return to 
their homes after the 1948 war. Significantly, the Knesset’s deci- 
sion of May 1951 to empower the juridical commission to draft a 
bill within two weeks, annulling former orders-in-council ‘that 
contradicted democratic principles’ was immediately consigned 
to oblivion, while the lands ‘made fallow’ under Article 125 
began to be worked by Israelis. 

In October 1948 a law was enacted empowering the Ministry 
of Agriculture to confiscate plots that had not been cultivated 
and sown with seed for a year, and to ‘transfer them to third 
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persons’. Then a law on ‘absentee landowners’ emerged. Not 
only those persons who had quit the territory of Israel came 
under this category but also around 20,000 Palestinian Arabs 
living in Israel and having Israeli identity cards. They were 
counted as ‘absentees’ on the grounds that in the period between 
29 November 1947 (the date of the U.N. decision on partioning 
Palestine) and 1 September 1948 they were either outside Is- 
rael or in areas controlled by Arabs. 

In 1949 ‘security zones’ were created in Israel by legislation. 
The Ministry of Defence was authorised to evict Arab residents 
from populated places located in a border zone ten kilometres 
wide. The impression was created at first that the law on ‘se- 
curity zones’ did not deprive the Arab residents of these zones of 
their property rights—it merely hindered their access to their 
lands. But in 1953 the Knesset passed a new law on the basis of 
which the government became the owner of all lands that were 
not de facto occupied by their owners on 1 April 1952. 

At the same time another law was enacted empowering the go- 
vernment to confiscate land ‘for purposes of defence and settling 
new immigrants’. This law was also utilised to expropriate Arab 
landowners. All plots seized from Arabs under this act automa- 
tically passed to ownership by the state after 1 August 1958. A 
whole series of other laws and orders-in-council helped to seize 
Arab lands: ‘On Forests’, on the basis of which many woods and 
copses were confiscated belonging to Arab villagers; ‘On the 
Statute of Limitations’, ‘On the Acquisition of Lands in the In- 
terests of the Public’ (used to create or extend towns and com- 
munities with a Jewish population), and so on. 

According to a report in Le Monde: 
As a result of the expropriations of land made since the 
creation of the State of Israel, the Arab villages have only 
around 50,000 hectares. This figure does not include 
the Negev, where the settled Bedouins are demanding con- 
firmation of their property rights over 190,000 hectares.* 
According to a study of the situation in Arab villages made by 
the Israel Ministry of Agriculture, the land property of an 
Arab peasant family had fallen to less than one-third, from 1.5 
hectares before proclamation of the State of Israel to 0.46 hec- 
tare in 1963. According to Amnon Kapeliouk, the Jerusalem 
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Landownership and Population in Palestine 
(by membership of the Arab and Jewish communities) 


1923 1938 1943 1946 


1928 | 1933 


| 1919 


Land owned by members of the Jewish 


community (in dunums) * 650.0 798.7 1099.4 | 1257.4 | 1467.2 | 1568.4 | 1585.4 
as a percentage of the total area 2.04 3.0 4.2 4,7 5.6 5.9 7.0 
Arab population (thous.) 533 572.5 727.5 829.1 957.5 | 1107.4 1237.3 
as a percentage of the total population 90.3 86.5 82.7 79.8 70.0 68.8 64.9 
Jewish population (thous.) 57 89.5 152.1 209.2 411.2 502.9 608.2 
as a percentage of the total population 9.7 13.5 17.3 20.2 30.0 31.2 35.4 


Source: John Chapple, Jewish Land Settlement in Palestine, (Unpublished Paper, 1964). Reprinted by permission in Walid 
Khalidi (Ed.), From Haven to Conquest (The Institute for Palestine Studies. Beirut, 1974), pp. 841-843. 


* One dunum = 1000 square metres. 


correspondent of Le Monde, the average holding of an Arab 
peasant family has since been considerably reduced. He cites as 
an example the biggest Arab village in Israel, Ummal-Fahem. 
In 1976 the inhabitants of this village owned only 1,200 hectares 
of the 14,000 they had owned before the founding of Israel, with 
a considerable growth of population (an average of 700 births 
a year).?® 

The deliberate policy of redistributing land on a national basis 
was reinforced by discrimination against Arabs as regards rent- 
ing. Arab farmers are not pemitted to rent land from Jewish com- 
munities. The Minister of Agriculture, as the newspaper Ha’aretz 
has reported, threatened to cut off water to and confiscate the 
land of those Jewish owners who agreed to let land to Arabs.*® 
Arabs could not become members of a kibbutz (agricultural co- 
operative). 

Since the creation of Israel the bulk of the land has gradually 
come into the hands of the state and Jewish communities. In 
the mid-1960s, when the institution of military governors was 
done away with in the Arab areas of Israel, Israeli officials pro- 
claimed ‘the end of the epoch of confiscation of Arab lands’. In 
the middle of the 1970s, however, such confiscation was renewed. 

The newspaper Davar reported that the new decisions on ex- 
propriating Arab lands were taken to put an end to the fall in 
the proportion of the Jewish population. in Galilee,’’ in other 
words, did not hide the link between official policy as regards 
landownership and the authorities’ line on creating conditions 
to strengthen the one-nation character of the state and discrim- 
inate against the Arab national minority. At the same time, 
while, before the creation of Israel and in the first years of its 
existence, the change in the character of Jandowning along na- 
tional lines served to oust the expropriated petty Arab land- 
owners and the Arab tenants who were deprived of the possibil- 
ity of renting land from the country, now the Israeli leader- 
ship pursued other aims as well. One of them was to ‘redistrib- 
ute’ the population, not to let the Arab minority consolidate 
itself in separate areas of Israel, and to ‘dilute’ it with Jewish 
settlers. All that was quite unequivocally aimed against any forms 
of self-determination of the Arab minority in Israel. 

The political measures of the Israel authorities also served 
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similar aims, namely the ban on the founding of Arab parties, 
Arab trade unions, sports and cultural clubs, and so on. Such 
is the position of the Arab minority. 

The situation is even worse as regards the Palestinian Arabs 
in the territories occupied by Israel in June 1967. This part of 
the Palestinian Arab population has experienced the whole 
burden of the occupation regime, viz., arrests, terror, persecution, 
searches, forced evictions, suppression of demonstrations and 
strikes by force, and destruction of the houses not only of those 
who are involved in the resistance movement but also of those 
who simply sympathise with its fighters. From 1967 to 1976 the 
Israel military authorities destroyed around 20,000 Arab houses 
on the West Bank of the Jordan and the Gaza Strip. Thousands 
of people were imprisoned. The conditions of their confinement 
evoke vigorous protests from international democratic organisa- 
tions. 

Here is the evidence of Prof. Israel Shahak, taken from an 
article he originally sent to Ha’aretz, which rejected it, and which 
was published in the Journal of Palestine Studies. 

The Israeli occupation regime in the conquered territories 
is not only not a liberal one; it is in fact one of the most 
cruel and repressive regimes in modern times... 

Let us take as an example the blowing up of houses and 
other collective punishments. The facts are well known: 
when the occupation authorities arrest a suspect, even be- 
fore he is put on trial, sometimes even before he is ‘of- 
ficially’ indicted, an order is issued to destroy the house 
in which the suspect lived. Sometimes it is the house of 
his family, sometimes not. Sometimes “refinements” are 
introduced. All the inhabitants of the village are forcibly 
concentrated on a nearby hill, so as to watch the ‘educa- 
tive show’. It must be stressed that such an act is funda- 
mentally barbaric ... Children, old people, women, sick, 
cripples, and all of them together are thrown into the 
streets, regardless of weather.'® 

As for other means of ‘collective punishment’ employed by the 
Israeli authorities, Prof. Shahak wrote: 
Does one want to punish the area of Hebron? Grapes are 
not allowed to be transported on the roads during harvest 
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time, until the ‘notables’ finally fall on the knees before 

the military governor. Does one want to punish the city 

of Ramallah? The sale of mutton is forbidden in that town 

for two months, or the municipality is not allowed to re- 

ceive contributions coming from natives of Ramallah 

abroad and sent for purposes of municipal development.” 
The policy of building Jewish settlements in the occupied ter- 
ritories is of special importance. Its object boils down to this: 
to ensure territorial expansion; to create outposts for combat- 
ing the resistance of Palestinian Arabs; to prevent real self-de- 
termination of the Palestinians, and to try and create forms of 
quasi-autonomy that in fact deprive the Palestinian people of 
their inalienable rights;’ to retain the ‘controlling positions’ in 
the hands of Israel in case it should ultimately be forced all the 
same to agree to Palestinians’ realising their right to form their 
own state. 

In spite of the protests of the Arab residents and world opin- 
ion, and completely ignoring the decisions of the United Na- 
tions and the Geneva Convention, the Israeli authorities found- 
ed more than 100 such settlements after the 1967 war, up to the 
beginning of 1979. 

At the end of January 1979 General Ariel Gharon, the Israel 
Minister of Agriculture, who (the International Herald Tribune 
reported) had been ordered by Begin to concern himself with 
the acute issue of Jewish settlements, publicly set out Israel’s 
long-term plan. The process of establishing Israeli control and 
absorbing the Arab lands on the Right Bank would take many 
years. This period, he said, envisaged the creation of belts of 
Israeli settlements on the Right Bank, the building of many roads 
and highways that would link up these settlements and the new 
Tsraeli towns, and the formation of an extensive infrastructure with 
army camps, testing grounds, and ranges for practice shooting. 

The areas for these settlements were selected for their stra- 
tegic importance. Prof. Shahak wrote: 

The Gaza Strip constitutes a concentration camp ... ‘gu- 
arded’ by the settlements of the Rafah area, and the ‘Jew- 
ish fingers’—those are the kibbutzim which Moshe Dayan 
and Arik Sharon have planted in the Strip. The function 
of those settlements, clear to anyone who consents to look 
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at the map, is territorial expansion, it is enslavement o 

the Palestinian population on the occupied territories.” 
The building of such settlements would not only serve to con- 
trol the areas occupied as a result of the 1967 war but would 
have a direct bearing on the line of the Israeli leadership on 
depriving the Palestinian people of its right to self- 
determination. In the opinion of the Israeli leadership, the area 
of these settlements is, above all, a net removal from the ter- 
ritory which might one day pass, in one form or another, under 
the sovereignty of the Arab people of Palestine. 


Arabs are convinced that once an Israeli enclave is set up, 
the land will never be returned to them for inclusion in 
a Palestinian state. ‘Creeping annexation’ it is called, the 
American magazine U.S. New & World Report wrote?! 


This conviction of the Arabs’, we would add, has very weighty 
grounds behind it. 

Furthermore, the Israeli leaders are trying, by means of these 
settlements, to bring out the dependence on them of Palestinian 
‘self-government’ in the territories occupied in 1967, should they 
be forced in the course of a peace settlement to agree to the Pa- 
lestinians’ right to self-determination. 

In this respect the whole system of Israel’s plans connected with 
the future of the Right Bank of the Jordan and the Gaza Strip 
are of special interests. Several such projects are widely known, 
e.g. the Allon Plan, the Dayan Plan, and the Begin Plan. Though 
differing somewhat in details, they all have a common idea, aimed 
at depriving the Palestinian people of the right to  self-de- 
termination and retention in practice of the present occupied 
territories under Israeli control. Acquaintance with them makes 
it possible to illustrate this conclusion. 

The Allon Plan arose at the end of the 1960s when its author 
was Israel’s Minister of Foreign Affairs. Up to the middle of 
the 1970s it was considered the most developed variant of a 
decision of the Palestinian problem in Israel’s interests. Under 
this plan, which was supported as a matter of fact by the Labour 
Party government, Israel proposed to permanently build ‘security 
zones’ in certain key areas of the occupied territories, with the 
retention of Israeli settlements and armed forces in them, 
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One of these zones was to stretch for 12 to 18 kilometres in 
depth along the River Jordan, its purpose being to cut off the 
rest of the West Bank from the Arab world by means of a sort 
of cordon. 

Other zones with Israeli settlements and soldiers were to sur- 
round the towns. Corridors would lead to them, also with a 
permanent Israeli guard. The Allon Plan left open the fate of the 
remaining Palestinian lands physically cut off from Jordan. It 
already, however, recorded disagreement with the idea of creat- 
ing a Palestinian state, even on the cut-off territory. The Allon 
Plan could not, of course, be considered in any way a solution 
of the Palestinian issue. 

The striving for annexation, or for its covert form, ie. re- 
tention of Israel’s ‘direct links’ with the occupied lands of the 
West Bank and Gaza, predetermined the substance also of the 
Dayan Plan, whose author was Minister of Foreign Affairs in the 
Begin Government from 1977 to 1979. In development of the 
Allon Plan, the Dayan Plan envisaged retention by the Israelis 
of the function of military control and security in the whole area 
of the Right Bank and the Gaza Strip. 

The most outspoken idea of liquidating the Palestinian issue 
by a Zionist solution and uniting the occupied territories with 
Israel was the Begin Plan approved by the Israeli government 
on 21 May 1979. This plan calls for more detailed considera- 
tion, because it defined the Israeli leadership’s position and pro- 
vided a basis for the negotiations with the Egyptian President 
Sadat on the future of the West Bank and Gaza which began 
after the signing of the Egyptian-Israeli treaty in March 1979. 

The Begin Plan consists of 18 points, one of which proclaims 
that autonomy for the West Bank of the Jordan and Gaza is 
envisaged only as regards the population and not the territory. 
This idea, it must be said, was put into political circulation by 
Moshe Dayan, and Begin simply developed this expansionist 
postulate ‘in a creative manner’. By introducing it Israel in 
practice declared its intention to annex the Arab lands seized in 
1967. There is a direct reference in the plan to the transfer of 
a whole series of territories of the Right Bank and Gaza to Israeli 
hands. In other words, a considerable part of the Right Bank of 
the River Jordan and of the Gaza Strip is to be directly annexed 
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to Israel under this plan, even without any juridical cover-up. 

According to the Begin Plan, Israel will endeavour to make 
its position on the West Bank unshakeable. This has not only 
taken the form of attempts to maintain Israeli troops perpetual- 
ly in this area and in Israelis’ exercise of the so-called security 
function, but has also found expression in the establishment of 
full control over the creation and activity of the Palestinian 
‘self-government body’, the ‘administrative council’. The idea of 
this council itself emerged in the middle of the 1970s in the form 
of a plan to introduce a ‘civilian administration’, Under the 
Israeli military administration, which conducted all affairs in 
the occupied territories, it has been proposed to set up an Arab 
civilian machinery with very limited functions and in a very lim- 
ited sphere (agriculture, education, and the health service). 
Later it was proposed to grant the mayors of towns wider powers, 
including power over neighbouring villages. The concluding 
stage was the creation of a more complicated system embracing 
the mayors of towns and Arab officials who came under the Is- 
raeli military administration. At present it is proposed to pass 
this system off as Arab ‘self-government’ on the West Bank and 
in the Gaza Strip. 

Under the Begin Plan the Israeli government intends to con- 
trol the economic affairs of the West Bank as well, as the point 
on ‘Israel’s responsibility for planning the water economy’ at- 
tests. 

The Begin Autonomy Plan is thus a plan to absorb Arab ter- 
ritories into Israel, and there is every ground for thinking that 
the Israeli leadership—independent of its membership of any one 
Zionist party—is not changing the positions set out in the Begin 
Plan in any cardinal way. They are dictated by Zionist ide- 
ology and the expansionist nature of Israeli policy. 

The continuity of the anti-Palestinian policy of all Israel’s 
governments is also expressed in an unaltered practice that has as 
its aim integration of the occupied West Bank and Gaza into 
the Israeli economy. The Israel taxation system has been ex- 
tended to the occupied territories. A tying up of their agricultur- 
al production with the Israeli market has been encouraged. In 
the drive for cheap labour, especially with mass service of Israelis 
in the army, Israeli employers have begun to import Arab work- 
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ers from the West Bank and the Gaza Strip. Taking advantage 
of the relatively short distances, the employers transport them in 
lorries, usually in the morning, and send them back at night. 
The number of such Arab workers has now reached several tens 
of thousands. 

This practice, which has absolutely nothing in common with 
philanthropy, nevertheless, gives a certain number of Arabs earn- 
ings, and on that basis Israeli and pro-Israeli journalists have 
proclaimed an ‘era of prosperity’ for the inhabitants of the oc- 
cupied lands and an ‘idyllic peace’ between them and Israel. 
The Israeli administration is also putting to its own use the hold- 
ing of municipal elections on the West Bank, which are repre- 
sented as very nearly like the ‘introduction of democratic prin- 
ciples’ in the occupied territories. The holding of elections in a 
number of towns and rural municipalities both in 1972 and 1976, 
nevertheless, also mainly served the aim of depriving Palestinian 
Arabs of real rights to self-determination. The elections were 
connected with the idea of self-government for the Palestinians 
in the occupied territories. 

After the Begin Plan was published the complete opposition of 
the concepts of self-government and self-determination finally be- 
came clear. Meanwhile, in spite of all their measures, the Is- 
raeli authorities have not succeeded in saddling the population 
of the occupied territories with a political leadership suitable to 
themselves. After the municipal elections in April 1976, in spite 
of Israeli policy and not as a result of it, patriots and progres- 
sive persons came into several town councils on the West Bank, 
who proclaimed their support for thé idea not of a ludicrous, 
‘pocket’ self-determination but of genuine self-determination for 
the Palestinian people. 

With the exception of those of Bethlehem, Jenin, and Beit 
Jala the newly elected councillors, reputed to be close to 
the National Front, make no secret of their allegiance to 
the PLO, 
a special correspondent of Jeune Afrique wrote.2? This is a 
stable trend, moreover, which has developed further since. In 
August 1977 the mayors of the West Bank and the Gaza Strip 
sent a memorandum to the U.S. Secretary of State in which 
they said that the Palestinians took a united stand and could not 
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be divided geographically. The PLO, led by Yassir Arafat, was 
the sole organisation empowered to speak in their name. 

The ‘Palestinian self-government’ scheme, it must be said, 
from the very beginning came close to, and even sometimes bord- 
ered on, plans for a new expulsion of Palestinian Arabs from 
part of, or even all, the Arab lands occupied in 1967. 

The proponents of a new expulsion of Arabs put forward the 
following argument: the Arabs’ natural increase is proceeding 
much faster than that of the Jewish population of Israel. The 
way out is to intensify immigration, for which ‘additional land’ is 
needed, ‘at the very least’ the Arab territories seized in 1967. 
Consequently it is necessary to annex them. These territories, 
however, are inhabited; hence it is necessary to drive the native 
population out of them. Not only individuals champion this 
openly racist theory but also whole political parties that enjoy 
considerable influence in Israel. 

This ‘theory’ has acquired practical embodiment in the move- 
ment to settle the occupied territories, that is led by the extreme 
nationalist religious group Gush Emunim (the Union of Believ- 
ers). Members of this group, acting without formal sanction of 
the government, are founding settlements on the West Bank with 
the aim of a future persistent extension of the zones seized for 
these settlements. 

The governments led by the Israel Labour Party formally disas- 
sociated themselves from the actions of Gush Emunim but in 
fact little by little supported them. Separate measures, allegedly 
intended to prevent illegal settlement of the occupied territories 
but in fact dictated by a desire to neutralise the Arabs’ violent 
protests, had a rather demonstrative character. At the same time 
these governments themselves, but secretly, implemented Gush 
Emunim’s practice by getting a state grip on the Arab lands in 
the territories occupied in 1967. 

‘In the opinion of U.S. News and World Report, Israel’s state 
holdings on the West Bank were tending to increase. 

Israeli ownership also is growing on the West Bank. The 
precise total is a closely guarded state secret, but a radio 
commentator reported recently that the Government spent 
6.6 million dollars to buy land from Arab owners in oc- 
cupied territory last year.?* 
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The extremists were also encouraged by open statements of 
members of the government, one of whom, Shimon Peres, a 
former Minister of Defence and leader of MAPAI, said that 
the building of every new Jewish farm settlement—be it in Israel 
or in the occupied areas—would strengthen Israel’s defence. While 
expressing disagreement with Gush Emunim’s methods Peres at 
the same time then and there emphasised that he liked it memb- 
ers as individuals, adding that he was much more disquieted by 
the youth who joined the Communist Party of Israel, remark- 
ing that he had discussed this matter with American leaders who 
had expressed understanding. 

The position adopted by the Begin Government encourages 
right-wing extremists even more; its whole practice serves the 
aim of building a further vast number of Jewish settlements in 
the occupied territories. Israel’s rulers’ annexationist aspirations 
were confirmed by the Knesset decision on annexing Eastern 
Jerusalem, completely ignoring the U.N. resolutions and stimulat- 
ing the activity of ultra-right nationalist groups in Israel, Gush 
Emunim included, even more. 

It is typical that Gush Emunim itself is also trying to become 
an adjunct of the government’s line in occupied territory. 

How can we expect the world to accept the idea that our 
army has the right to be present in an area, that we say 
doesn’t belong to us?** 
In those words the Israeli industrialist E. F. Wodak, one of the 
main financers of Gush Emunim, not only noted the ‘incomplete 
openness’ of the Israel government programmes, but also showed 
the place that the extremist Israeli trend could occupy in im- 
plementing the Israel government line on the Palestine issue. 

This line, which is trying to ‘reconcile’ the aim of territorial 
expansion at the expense of the occupied territories with main- 
tenance of a one-nation composition of the Israel state, leaves 
it ‘open’ to unite with the most extreme Israel groups, which is 
happening. 

At the same time, after the 1973 war, a group of persons 
emerged in Israel, no longer simply Communists or people close 
to communism, who had always supported the right of Palestin- 
ians to self-determination, but also members of the capitalist 
liberal intelligentsia who were beginning to realise that unless 
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the Palestinians were granted the right to set up their own state it 
was impossible to settle the Arab-Israeli conflict and in the long run 
to guarantee Israel’s safe existence. The emergence of this group 
was very symptomatic, though some of its members were very 
far from being the ‘legislators of fashion’ on the Palestinian issue 
in Israel. Such views, however, and a certain growth in their pop- 
ularity stemmed directly from the collapse of Zionist calcula- 
tions of the possibility of a ‘long peaceful existence’ of the oc- 
cupation regime on the West Bank of the Jordan and in the 
Gaza Strip. 

Zionist propaganda often uses the permitting of thousands of 
Arabs to visit the territory of Israel as an illustration of the 
‘idyllic situation’ allegedly existing in the occupied territories. 
This measure is known by the soubriquet ‘flying visits’. The Arab 
visitors are permitted to see their relatives but as for the uniting 
of families, that is done, as a rule, only on the basis of departure 
of the relatives from Israel and not vice versa. 

The apologists for Israel policy in the occupied territories 
also use as an argument the absence of mass armed struggle 
of the Palestinian Arabs on the West Bank and in the Gaza Strip. 
In fact, there was no broad armed resistance to the occupation 
authorities in the lands seized by Israel in 1967. One reason for 
that lies in the policy of intimidation, arrests, deportation, and 
harsh reprisals against even those who display sympathy with 
those who join the resistance, as well as against the latter. The 
absence of a broad guerilla struggle against the occupation 
authorities is also linked with the natural conditions of the areas 
seized by Israel in June 1967—a densely populated area, a desert 
landscape, no large forests and inaccessible mountain areas, At 
the same time the leaders of the Palestinian resistance move- 
ment themselves have more than once admitted that it had ignored 
work among the population of the occupied territories, es- 
pecially in the first years after the Six Day War and had con- 
centrated almost completely on consolidating its positions in the 
Arab countries bordering on Israel. 

But all that in no way reinforces the version that the popula- 
tion of the occupied territories is ‘satisfied’ with its lot. It is very 
characteristic that the waves of actions against the occupation 
authorities rose every time when any measures were taken in 
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connection with the Palestinian issue either internally or on the 
international plane, as, for example, in November 1974 during 
the debates in the U.N. General Assembly, or during the discus- 
sion of the situation in the Middle East in the Security Council in 
January 1976 with participation of representatives of the Pal- 
estine Liberation Organisation. ‘The national awakening of the 
Cisjordanians is enriching the Palestinian resistance with a second 
front. In the end the main one’. 

Israel’s policy could not thus, quite naturally, propose a solu- 
tion to the question of self-determination for the Palestinian 
Arabs living both in Israel and in the occupied lands. It is Is- 
rael’s policy, preventing return of the Palestinian refugees to their 
homes, that rules out the possibility of a settlement of this issue 
as well in relation to the Palestinians forced to quit their homes 
and settled in various Arab countries. 

All the years since their exile a considerable part of the re- 
fugees has lived in the Palestinian camps. After 1967 new camps 
arose in addition to the old ones. Overcrowding, insanitary con- 
ditions, permanent life in tents, cold in winter, sickness among 
the children, and an absence of elementary conveniences have 
all become the norm of life for hundreds of thousands of Pal- 
estinians. Only a few of them ultimately got an education and 
left for jobs in the oil-rich emirates of the Persian Gulf. The 
Palestinian capitalists in Trans Jordan, and later in Jordan, are 
in a special position, but around 40 per cent of the Palestinian 
refugees continue to live in the camps. 

Israeli politicians like to say that the Palestinians are being 
artificially detained in these ‘reservations’. They even have an 
‘explanation’: the stable level of the population in the camps is 
maintained thanks to the monthly subsidies paid by the U.N. 
Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near 
East. It is not mentioned, of course, that the assistance is meagre 
and quite insufficient for any kind of normal existence. 

‘Why don’t the Arab countries absorb these few hundred thou- 
sand people?’ Israeli leaders often exclaim. 

Here we come right up against a very important issue that is 
of fundamental importance for defining the character of the con- 
frontation between Israel and the Arab population of Palestine. 
Who is Israel resisting? Is it a question of the conflict’s being 
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determined and limited by the character of the relations be- 
tween this state and hundreds of thousands of refugees? Or did 
the conflict come about between Zionists and the Palestinian 
people, i.e. the mass of the Palestinians who were consolidated 
in a definite historical community of people? 

So, are they Palestinian refugees or the Palestinian nation 
deprived of their national rights? 

The Israeli leaders are striving to reduce the issue to the prob- 
lem of refugees.?® The facts confirm the opposite: it is a mat- 
ter of the problem of a historical community of people who have 
come to be called the Arab Palestinian nation. 

Even some Israeli leaders have come to the conclusion that 
the Palestinians are a national community. The former Israeli 
general Ye. Harkabi said in a lecture at Tel-Aviv University on 
18 May 1968: 


Their self-definition as Palestinians gives them a strong 
sense of common identity. The overwhelming majority 
have preserved their identity and attachment to Palestine 
despite the passage of time, hardships, and dispersion, and 
this was also true before the Six-Day War. Children who 
were born to Palestinian parents in other countries have 
not identified themselves to foreigners in terms of the count- 
ry where they were born; rather they have said, ‘I am 
from Haifa’ or ‘I am from Jaffa’, thus demonstrating their 
Palestinianism in a special, concrete way.?’ 

The Social-Zionist Arie L. Eliav wrote in an article in the news- 

paper Davar: 
The Palestinian nation is identifiable as a national entity 
by a national consciousness, by continuous territory where 
most of the Palestinians live, by a history of several decades 
replete with battles and wars, and a diaspora which main- 
tains a link with the Palestinian homeland. At the same 
time it is conscious of a common national catastrophe, 
sacrifice, suffering, and heroes. It has dreams and the start 
of a national literature and poetry.?® 

The former Chairman of the World Jewish Congress, Nahum 

Goldmann, said that 


One fact is essential: the existence of a Palestinian people 
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is recognised by the whole world and now even by the 

majority of Israelis.?° 
The fact of the existence of the Palestinians as a historical com- 
munity of people, a nation, and not entities dispersed in various 
Arab countries, has become widely recognised. As a result of the 
Soviet Union’s active policy, the situation with regard to the 
interests of the Palestinian people has found reflection in the 
joint Soviet-American documents signed by L. I. Brezhnev, Gen- 
eral Secretary of the Central, Committee of the Communist 
Party of the Soviet Union, and Richard Nixon, President of 
the United States, in 1973 and President Gerald Ford in 1974.°° 
This was the first time that such a statement was officially re- 
corded by the United States. 

In fact, in the mid-1970s, only the Israeli hierarchy, only the 
Zionist leadership, who also influenced part of the Israeli popu- 
lation on this issue, opposed the idea of the existence of a 
Palestinian nation. The Zionist leadership, moreover, rely on the 
political support of the United States, which took on itself during 
the negotiations with Israel on the second withdrawal of troops 
on the Sinai Peninsula an obligation not to recognise the Pal- 
estine Liberation Organisation and not to have official contacts 
with it. The United States has persistently resisted including 
this organisation in the participants of the Geneva Peace Con- 
ference on the Middle East. 

For tactical considerations American representatives, it must 
be said, have sometimes sought to make contact with certain 
representatives of the PLO, for the purpose of strengthening 
American positions in the Middle East. These instances, no less 
than certain half-addresses toward the Palestinians by the United 
States, have become widely known. But not the U.S. President’s 
thanks to the Palestinians for help in evacuating personnel of 
the American embassy from Lebanon in 1976, nor contacts with 
the Palestinians in order to guarantee the safety of the American 
representative Dean Brown in Lebanon in the same year, nor 
the ‘Sanders memorandum” calling for a solution of the Pal- 
estinian problem, nor even President Carter’s vague statement 
in 1977 about the need for a ‘Palestinian homeland’, determined 


* Former U. S. Assistant Secretary of State. 
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the USA’s real stand on the Palestinian issue at the end of the 
1970s. 

In that period U.S. policy retained all the tough attributes of 
a line aimed at, in effect, depriving Palestinians of their inalien- 
able rights. Washington, mainly in connection with the campaign 
for the presidency, curtailed attempts to establish unofficial con- 
tacts with the PLO. In fact, with the exception of one or two 
soundings, like Congressman Paul Findley’s meetings with Arafat 
in 1978-1980, one can hardly speak seriously of U.S. attempts to 
begin a constructive dialogue of any kind with the PLO. The 
scandal around Andrew Young, the American representative at 
the United Nations, who was forced to resign after his meeting 
with Terzi, the PLO’s observer at the U.N., was subjected to 
unprecedented attacks by the pro-Israeli lobby, was character- 
istic. 

The United States abstained from voting on 21 August 1980 
for the Security Council resolution condemning Israel’s illegal 
annexation of the eastern part of Jerusalem and affirming that 
the acquisition of territory by force is impermissible in inter- 
national relations. 

All that created conditions conducive to the Israeli hierarchy’s 
ignoring, and continuing to ignore, the existence of the Palestin- 
ian people and its legitimate rights, in spite of life, logic, the 
aims of a peaceful settlement, and even of the interests of the 
people of Israel themselves. 

The consolidating of the Palestinian Arabs into a national 
entity has its own objective basis, viz., compact residence 
in one territory for thousands of years, a dialect of the Arabic 
literary language common to all Palestinians, a single, distinctive 
culture, a psychic stamp characteristic of the Palestinians as a 
historically moulded people. At the same time a subjective fact- 
or, the national liberation struggle that the Palestinians have 
been and are waging, plays a big role in the life of the Palestinian 
Arab nation. The movement to resist the Israel policy that is 
depriving the Palestinians of their right to self-determination 
has played an enormous role in consolidating them as a 
nation. 

This movement had developed in various forms both before 
and after creation of the State of Israel; anti-Zionist groups and 
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organisations were formed and spontaneous actions occurred. 
Some of these groups, however, were known for their links with 
reactionary Arab elements and to some extent with Britain 
rather than for their national liberation character. 

The transition to an active phase of struggle for liberation 
began to show at the end of the 1950s and was fully displayed 
after the Israeli aggression in June 1967. 

One of the strongest and most authoritative Palestinian orga- 
nisations, the Al-Fatah, was founded in 1958. It carried out the 
first military operation on Israeli territory on 31 December 1964. 
The Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine (PFLP) was 
officially founded after June 1967. The Palestine Democratic 
Liberation Front separated off as an independent organisation 
in 1969. The Sa’iqah was formed in 1967. 

These organisations, or at least the overwhelming majority 
of them, arose on the basis of political parties in different Arab 
countries. The PFLP, for example, was founded on the basis 
of the Arab Nationalist Movement, a party that operated up to 
1968 in several Arab countries, mainly in Syria. Sa’iqah was 
formed by a direct decision of the 9th Congress of the Syrian 
Party of Arab Socialist Renaissance. The founding of the Arab 
Liberation Front was associated with a decision of the Iraqi 
Ba’ath party. All this put its stamp on the activity of these orga- 
nisations. The fact that the Palestinian organisations were financed 
(and still are) by various Arab countries also had no little signi- 
ficance. 

All the same, the Western writers are absolutely wrong who 
represent the Palestinian resistance movement as a whole, even 
before 1967 (after the Six Day War there are no grounds at all 
for such conclusions), as a direct extension of the policy of var- 
ious Arab countries. The resistance movement developed under 
the influence of the political lines of these countries, but not 
entirely in line with their course. This conclusion, moreover, is 
not refuted by the fact that the Palestine Liberation Organisation 
which unites the majority of Palestinian organisations was formed 
in 1964 by decision of the meeting of heads of state of Arab 
countries in Alexandria, while the military formation of the 
PLO—the Palestine Liberation Army—was not only formed 
from Palestinian officers and soldiers serving in the armies of 
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Egypt, Syria, and Iraq, but its constituent brigades formed part 
of the armed forces of these three Arab countries. 

At the same time a purely Palestinian trend that came to be 
recognised as the Palestinian Revolution emerged and grew 
stronger within the Palestinian resistance movement. The logical 
result of this was a change in the character of the PLO after 
the end of the Six Day War. In December 1967 the former lead- 
er of the PLO Ahmad Shoukairi, notorious for his intriguing 
and unrestrained extremist slogans and irresponsible statements, 
was removed from office. Bureaucracy had developed within the 
Organisation under him and also corruption, a source of which 
was the ‘contributions’ from various Arab countries. After the 
dismissal of Shoukairi the main force in the PLO became the 
Al-Fatah. The leader of the Al-Fatah, Yasser Arafat, was elect- 
ed Chairman of the Executive of the PLO in February 1969. 
From then on the Palestinian resistance movement began an 
active fight against Israel, carrying out operations in the main 
from its own bases located on the borders of Arab countries with 
Israel. 

The picture of the evolution of the Palestinian resistance 
movement would be incomplete if we omitted the matter of the 
change of attitude of the Palestinian resistance movement to 
left-wing Israeli forces—a change from complete rejection of 
any elements or organisations created in Israel, irrespective of 
their character, to the decision of the Palestine National Council 
in March 1977 on contacts with left-wing Israeli forces and the 
first official meeting of delegations of the PLO and the Commun- 
ist Party of Israel in the spring of 1977. This reflected a strength- 
ening of the class element in the Palestinian resistance move- 
ment and also emphasised the independent character of this 
movement. 

The communique on the first meeting of delegations of the 
PLO and Communist Party of Israel evoked sharp criticism from 
reaction. The General Secretary of the Palestine Democratic 
Liberation Front, Naif Hawatmah, repudiating this criticism, 
said that the meeting was a great victory for the democratic 
forces in the Palestinian resistance movement over various kinds 
of chauvinistic reactionary ideas. 

Hawatmah noted that the meeting was evidence of the PLO’s 
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readiness to maintain broad contacts with anti-Zionist forces in 
Israel with the aim of a truly democratic settlement of the Pal- 
estinian problem. He firmly repudiated the statements of the 
Western press and the press of certain Arab countries that there 
was not, and could not be, anything in common between the 
Communist Party of Israel and the PLO. The two organisations, 
he stressed, had a firm common basis for joint struggle, and their 
decision to hold these talks was evidence of the correctness and 
maturity of the Palestine resistance movement’s ideological and 
political line. 

One of the objectives the PLO set itself was to consolidate 
the Palestinian resistance movement on a basis of Palestinians’ 
own interests. But it did not succeed in achieving this goal in all 
respects and not in respect of all organisations, as the events in 
Lebanon in particular attest. On the whole, however, the Pal- 
estinian resistance movement was converted into an independ- 
ent factor in the Arab-Israeli conflict, defending the interests 
of the Palestinian people. 

What connection is there between the process.of the forming 
of a Palestinian people and tendencies to establish a Pan-Arab 
nation? For several decades, as we know, a striving for unity 
and consolidation of the Arabs on a national basis have been 
manifested in the Arab world. This tendency will also develop 
in the future, because it is encouraged by a whole number of 
objective circumstances. Its development will also undoubtedly 
be encouraged by the general leftward shift in the Arab world 
and the establishment of new and consolidation of existing re- 
volutionary-democratic regimes, and ultimately by the triumph 
of socialism in Arab countries. 

At the same time there are already completed processes of 
the formation of several Arab peoples, and in some cases of sep- 
arate Arab nations, in addition to tendencies to the moulding 
a common Arab nation. This process is being largely furthered 
(often decisively) by the formation of different Arab states. The 
state factor, whose emergence is considerably the result of the 
imperialist policy of dividing the Arab world after World War I, 
artificially prevented unification of the Arabs and their consoli- 
dation on a national basis. At the same time the acquisition of 
statehood considerably activised the forming of one people or 
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another, who sometimes differed significantly from one another. 
This factor has continued to operate in this direction in the new 
circumstances, i.e., of sovereign development of separate Arab 
countries, In the absence of statehood the Palestinian people’s 
resistance movement to Israel’s expansionist policy has taken on 
the function of speeding the process of national formation for 
Palestinians. 

We can thus conclude that consolidation of the Palestinian 
Arabs into a Palestinian people is a historical reality. From 
that it follows that the Palestinian people have the right to na- 
tional self-determination up to and including the founding of 
their own sovereign state. Marxism-Leninism, of course, consid- 
ers that this right by far not necessarily belongs only to peoples 
that are already consolidated into a nation. The creation of a 
national state occurs historically, as a rule, in an early stage of 
the forming of a nation and at any rate does not necessarily 
complete this process. 

At the same time it must be stressed that the Palestinian pe- 
ople’s right to statehood is far from simply a theoretical matter, 
and in the circumstances of the Middle Eastern crisis it is even 
more a political question on whose solution hangs a just and 
comprehensive settlement of the Arab-Israeli conflict as is re- 
cognised by all unprejudiced observers. 

How can this issue be settled? The Palestinian resistance mo- 
venient in general demands the creation of a Palestinian state on 
the West Bank of the Jordan and in the Gaza Strip. In the late 
1970s this stand was supported by a considerable part of the 
PLO and certain Arab states. There are also plansto create a 
Jordan-Palestine or Syria-Jordan-Palestine federation (or confe- 
deration). There is the idea of returning to the U.N. General 
Assembly’s resolution of 1947 on the boundaries of the two states 
on the territory of Palestine, viz. Israel and an Arab-Palestinian 
state. The rigid, uncompromising stand of the Israeli leaders in 
relation to the right of the Palestinians to statehood, it must be 
said, is extending the circle of the supporters of restoring the map 
proposed by the United Nations more than 30 years ago. There 
are also ideas on the part of separate groups of Palestinians 
calling for the creation of a two-nation Palestinian state 
instead of Israel rather than alongside it, The emergence and re- 
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lative spread of these ideas is nothing else than a direct result of 
the many years’ suppression of the national rights of the Arab 
people of Palestine by Israel. 

The Israeli leadership conceals the whole spectrum of plans 
for settling the issue of Palestinian statehood. In trying to rein- 
force its negative stand it reduces all the ideas of creating a Pales- 
tinian state current among the Palestinians, including the Pales- 
tinian resistance movement, to the elimination of Israel. But time 
is demolishing this smokescreen that camouflages Israel’s imperi- 
alist stand on the Palestine question. Without undertaking a de- 
tailed examination of concrete models of the future Palestinian 
state, we can at the same time say the following: 

(i) that the Palestinians are a distinctive people; 

(ii) that they possess a legitimate and inalienable right to na- 
tional self-determination; 

(iii) that the form of this self-determination can be the found- 
ing of a sovereign national state, and that no one has any right 
to prevent that; 

(iv) that a just solution of the problem of the Palestinian refu- 
gees is also necessary for a settlement of the Palestinian issue; 

(v) that the generally recognised representatives of the Pales- 
tinian Arab people is the Palestine Liberation Organisation, and 
that the USA’s and Israel’s complete ignoring of this fact, and 
their refusal to draw the PLO into a political settlement of the 
Middle Eastern conflict is blocking the search for a fair and 
lasting peace in the Middle East. 

Time has put solution of the Palestinian issue on the agenda, 
and without it there can be no settlement of the Middle East con- 
flict, one of the very main causes of which was and is the stand 
and policy of Israel, and of the USA which is supporting it, in 
relation to the Arab people of Palestine. 
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Alexander Konstantinov 


ANTI-SEMITISM, 
A REALITY OF AMERICAN LIFE 


That February day in 1977, it seemed, did not presage anything 
out of the ordinary for the employees of the American transport 
firm, the Neptune World Wide Moving Co., which specialised in 
international freights, let alone tragic. At 8 a.m., when the work- 
ers of one of this company’s depots in the New York suburb 
of New Rochelle were beginning to go, as usual, to their work- 
places, the door of the squat two-storey building banged open, 
and the huge figure of Fred Cowan, one of the depot’s employ- 
ees, loomed on the threshold. Even the fact that he was dres- 
sed in an SS uniform of the time of World War II, and armed, 
did not excite special attention, because Fred was well known 
among his neighbours in New Rochelle as a confirmed fascist 
whose favourite hobby was collecting Hitlerite regalia. Before 
this he had more than once openly paraded about in Nazi uni- 
form, and his home had long been converted into an armoury. 
He had never hidden his hatred either for ‘Jews, Negroes, and 
Communists’, promising to ‘fix them’ sometime. But all that, in 
the opinion of his fellow-employees and neighbours, was ‘in the 
order of things’ and did not excite special attention in New Ro- 
chelle. 

Only after Fred opened fire from an automatic rifle into the 
premises of the depot, shouting ‘I hate Jews and Niggers’ did 
panic break out. When the half-crazed people rushed into the 
street, the killer continued shooting at them from the upper 
floor of the building. This time the police acted promptly. Ar- 
moured vans were sent from New York and police helicopters 
hovered above the roof. But the fascicised tough did not even 
dream of surrendering. He continued to fire at any moving tar- 
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get; and after he had killed five people and wounded several 
others, he shot himself. 

This wild outbreak by a fascist maniac, which all America 
was able to follow for nearly seven hours on television, drew at- 
tention, apart from everything else, once more to the problem 
of anti-Semitism in the United States where around six million 
Jews live (almost half the total Jewish population of the world). 

Anti-Semitism, which the founder of the Soviet State and Com- 
munist Party, Vladimir Lenin, called a ‘despicable attempt... 
to exacerbate racial particularism and national enmity’, is a very 
acute problem in the life of the United States of America, de- 
spite the fact that Americans of Jewish descent have a prominent 
place in business and government circles and among the intelli- 
gentsia. One can say of the American problem of anti-Semitism 
that it is not only as old as the United States themselves but even 
much older. 

The history of the colonisation of North America shows that 
tight from the start the New World was not a ‘Promised Land’ 
for Jews. Already in 1654, when the first group of Jews fleeing 
from persecution in the Portuguese possessions in South America, 
landed in the area of the present-day United States, the governor 
of the Dutch colony of New Amsterdam (later renamed New 
York by the British) demanded their expulsion on the pretext 
that persons of this 

deceitful race—such hateful enemies and blasphemers of 
the name of Christ—be not allowed further to infect and 
trouble this new colony, to the detraction of your worships 
and the dissatisfaction of your worships [i.e. the burghers.— 
Editor’s note.” 
And although Jews settled in England’s North American colonies 
for all that, they did not have political rights there as a rule, 
and were often barred from certain types of business activity. 

Even after the American Revolution and establishment of the 
USA, certain states maintained political discrimination against 
Jews for decades. At the end of the nineteenth century and be- 
ginning of the twentieth, when mass immigration occurred of 
persecuted Jewish population, mainly from countries in Eastern 
Europe, a very real wave of anti-Semitism swept the United States. 
Discrimination against Jews was open in those years in al- 
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most all fields of American life. The newspapers were peppered 
with advertisements ‘Jews need not apply’, ‘Jews not wanted’; 
‘Jewish quotas’ were introduced for entrants to universities and 
other institutions of learning, and in 1915, the first case of the 
lynching of a Jew, and by no means the last, was recorded.* 

Things were not much better between the two world wars, 
when anti-Semitism was taken into the armoury of both the ‘res- 
pectable’ circles of the American middle classes and the most 
reactionary, ultra-right members of the ruling class.* It was then 
that mass anti-Semitic movements arose in the United States, 
like the movement of Father Coughlin, which became notorious 
in the 1930s, whose political platform combined anti-Semitism and 
racism with naked anti-communism. 

An idea of the moods of certain American circles at that 
time can be got in particular from a document from the archives 
of the Hitlerite Ministry of Foreign Affairs. On 13 October 
1938, the German Ambassador in London Herbert von Dirksen 
reported in a letter to his chief, E. Weiszdcker, on a talk he had 
had with the US Ambassador to Britain, the millionaire Joseph 
Kennedy (father of the future President), that Kennedy had 
again said there were very strong anti-Semitic currents in the 
United States and that broad strata of the population exhibited 
understanding of the German’s position (i.e. the Nazis—A.K.) 
in relation to immigrant Jews.* (In Germany just before this 
there had been pogroms against the Jews which had evoked a 
wave of indignation among the progressive public in other coun- 
tries.) And although Kennedy, it must be said, was primarily 
expressing his own private opinion in regard to ‘understanding 
of the German’s position in regard to the Jews’, it also cannot 


* One of the best-known confirmations of this was the ‘work’ of the 
motor car magnate Henry Ford which became very widely known and 
distributed in the United States, which gained him the doubtful fame 
of ‘Anti-Semite No. One of the United States’. Initially this literary ‘re- 
search’ appeared as a series of articles in the weekly Dearborn Indepen- 
dent, controlled by Ford, and later, at the end of 1920, was published 
as a book The International Jew, which can, with every justification, 
be put on the same level with the so-called Protocols of the Elders of 
Zion fabricated by pogromists at the beginning of the century. 
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be denied that this view largely reflected the mood of very in- 
fluential circles in the United States. 

Such frames of mind were also reflected in the American 
Congress, which almost unanimously altered the immigration leg- 
islation in such a way that the United States proved practical- 
ly closed to Jews after the coming of Hitler to power in Ger- 
many. While refusing to take some real steps to facilitate Jewish 
immigration to the USA from countries where an actual threat 
of fascist extermination hung over Jews, the US Congress active- 
ly continued to declare its support at that time for the demands 
of Zionists and certain other Jewish bourgeois nationalists for 
the establishment of a Jewish State in Palestine. After World 
War II entry to the USA was de facto closed to displaced Jews 
until Israel was established and most of them found themselves 
there. 

Statements are often heard now in the United States that, 
while there used to be anti-Semitism there, it disappeared as a 
political phenomenon after the war. It is even claimed that 
Americans of Jewish descent entered their Golden Age in the 
postwar years. But, as the facts of real life in the USA show, such 
statements have nothing in common with the truth. The class 
composition of the American Jewish community, as was empha- 
sised at the 21st National Convention of the Communist Party USA, 

reflects that of U.S. society as a whole. At one extreme is 
the Jewish big bourgeoisie, reaching into the top ranks 
of U.S. finance capital; at the other extreme are some 15 
per cent of Jewish families who are officially classified as 
‘poor’. The great majority, though no longer concentrated in 
the garment industry and in other traditionally sweatshop 
industries, are wage and salaried workers, suffering the same 
exploitation and sharing the same problems as other 
workers. Today they suffer together with others from the 
effects of unemployment and inflation and, along with 
other workers are being stirred into action.® 
‘Despite the myth of Jewish affluence,’ the leaders of the Anti- 
Defamation League of B’nai B'rith, Arnold Forster and Ben- 
jamin R. Epstein, wrote in their voluminous work on anti-Sem- 
itism, ‘hundreds of thousands of Jews in America, especially 
the elderly, are poor.” 
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This admission is all the more eloquent because it is made 
by people who take a far from progressive stand. They are un- 
able, however, to deny the obvious facts; and the facts, as the 
special resolution of the 21st National Convention of the CPUSA 
pointed out, incontrovertibly testify that 

the Jewish people in the United States are victims of anti- 
Semitism which, like all other forms of racism and nation- 
al chauvinism, is an instrument of monopoly capital for 
dividing the working-class and intensifying exploitation and 
oppression.’ 
It is not only American Communists who give such an apprais- 
al of the actual state of affairs as regards anti-Semitism in the 
USA. The everyday life of the United States, Earl Raab, direc- 
for of the Jewish Community Relations Council of San Francis- 
co, for example, stated in Commentary, ‘dramatized the end of 
certain imagined normalcies’ and in particular, ‘the belief that 
political anti-Semitism was irrevocably dead in America’.® 
Raab is not alone in making such appraisals. Forster and 
Epstein draw attention specially in the book to the fact that ‘tra- 
ditional anti-Jewish prejudices still exist in segments of American 
society’. The journal Look quoted Arnold Forster as saying in 
the early 1970s: 
‘Anti-Semitic sentiments haven’t died; they’ve just become 
bad taste. It’s not respectable to say “Jew bastard”. Hous- 
ing discrimination is illegal, but that doesn’t mean a drop 
in prejudice!’?° 
It is no exaggeration, on the whole, to say that anti-Semitism re- 
mains a common phenomenon of the ‘American way of life’. 
Americans of Jewish origin come up against discrimination every 
day. The American press, moreover, regularly reports cases of 
bandit attacks on Jews, desecration of Jewish cemeteries by van- 
dals, the chalking of swastikas and insulting anti-Jewish slogans 
on the walls of synagogues and Jewish community centres and 
houses where Jews live. There are frequent cases of the windows 
in houses belonging to Jews or Jewish organisations being broken 
and the buildings themselves being set on fire. At the same 
time, according to a special study made by the American writers 
Gertrude Selznick and Stephen Steinberg, only 16 per cent of the 
Americans sampled by them ‘could be described as principled 
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and consistent opponents of anti-Semitism’," from which they 
drew the conclusion that ‘anti-Semitism is widespread and per- 
vasive, but not in a dangerous form’.?” 

It is noteworthy that over the past few years the position has 
by no means altered for the better. Rather, even, the contrary. 
A poll taken by Newsweek among American Jews at the begin- 
ning of the 1970s indicated that ‘fully 34 per cent said that anti- 
Semitism in the U.S. had increased in the last few years’.25 

As the early 1980s show the worst fears about a growth of 
anti-Semitism in the USA are fully justified. More than once 
the American press carried reports in 1980 of base actions by 
anti-Semites. It was reported, for example, that a huge inscrip- 
tion ‘The Furnaces Are Ready’ was set out in stones on the fair- 
way of a golf club in the town of Bellevue (Wash.). It had a 
particularly depressing effect on that club’s members, because 
most of them were Jews. In Wilton (Cal.), Ku-Klux-Klansmen 
were not ashamed even to invite many reporters and TV-men to 
their witch’s sabbath, during which they openly shouted calls 
‘to deal with the Blacks, Reds, and Jews’. 

It is considered axiomatic that the most open, mass forms of 
anti-Semitism are common in the rural areas of the South and 
Middle West. It is no secret that in the view of most Southern 
racists Jews are just as ‘sub-human’ as Negroes. That by no 
means signifies, however, that some residents of other areas of 
the country, including the ‘liberal’ North-East, are not familiar 
with anti-Semitism. The tragedy in New Rochelle already men- 
tioned is more symptomatic than many people in the USA think. 

More than two and a half million Jews, nearly half of all 
Jews in the United States, live in New York City and its 
immediate environs... 

American Jews, therefore, regard New York as a sen- 
sitive barometer of changes in public opinion and _polit- 
ical thinking that affect their security. The insensitivity of 
major elements of the respectable New York public to the 
issue of anti-Semitism has played a prime role in creating 
the climate of worry of the Jewish community, 

A. Forster and B. Epstein wrote in their book referred to above.’* 

As analysis of the data on anti-Semitic actions in 1979 indicates, 
it is typical that just such a traditionally ‘liberal’ North-East- 
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ern state as New Jersey occupies first place for them. And New 
York takes second place. And only then come California, Mas- 
sachusetts, Arizona, Florida, etc. From this one list of states in 
which cases of anti-Semitic actions were recorded in 1979 alone, 
it is evident that the virus of anti-Semitism is spread throughout 
the whole of the United States. 

Manifestations of US anti-Semitism take two main forms at 
the present time. One is an open, diehard form propagated by 
ultra-right, frankly racist, fascist elements and organisations that 
at the same time adopt an extreme anti-communist position. The 
other is more ‘respectable’, what is called in the USA ‘gray anti- 
Semitism’. 

The supporters of the first form not only do not hide their 
views but, on the contrary, propagate them in the many period- 
icals they publish, and in other printed matter. The organ of 
what now calls itself the National Socialist White People’s Par- 
ty (formerly the American Nazi Party), the White Power, in- 
structs how to reply to the question ‘Why are National Socialists 
anti-Semitic’ and ‘What do you have against Jews’.’° For many 
months the first three titles in the list of recommended read- 
ing were such anti-Semitic ‘works’ as Hitler’s Mein Kampf, Hen- 
ry Ford’s The International Jew, and The Protocols of the Elders 
of Zion. 

The main US centre of anti-Semitic propaganda at the pre- 
sent time is the ultra-right organisation, the Liberty Lobby, which 
has its headquarters in Washington. This organisation preaches 
its views through the newspaper Spotlight (circulation 230 000 
copies) and daily radio broadcasts transmitted by more than 400 
radio stations in every state of the Union. Active anti-Semitic 
propaganda is also undertaken by such ultra-right organisations 
and groups as the Christian Patriots Defense League and the re- 
ligious sect, the Christian Conservative Church, led by it, the 
Ku-Klux-Klan, Minutemen, and the National States Rights 
Party, whose organ Thunderbolt readily offers various ‘anti- 
Jewish theses’ in its pages. 

The National Socialist White People’s Party and the fascist 
groups associated with it play a'particularly active role in insti- 
gating the anti-Semitic campaign waged in the USA. These or- 
ganisations mail millions of pamphlets and leaflets through the 
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post containing calls for violent action against Blacks and Jews. 
They also carry on a mass campaign of telephone calls, pro- 
posing rewards for the murder of Blacks and Jews. 

Out-and-out anti-Semites are ready to commit any dirty act 
in order to poison the life of Americans of Jewish descent. The 
insulting and intimidating of Jews and acts of anti-Semitic van- 
dalism have become part of the everyday life of the United 
States of America. According to the fundamental study The 
Ghetto and Beyond, in which various aspects of Jewish life in 
America are considered, ‘about seven percent of Americans do 
think Hitler was right or partly right in what he did to the 
Jews’...78 

So-called ‘gray anti-Semitism’ is much more common in the 
United States. Although ‘Jewish quotas’ are no longer adopted in 
American universities and colleges, higher educational establish- 
ments limit the number of Jewish students in one way or anoth- 
er. Anti-Semitic stereotypes constantly figure in American films 
and TV programmes, and in comics and other mass publications. 
In the history books and other textbooks for secondary schools, 
as the research carried out by the American Jewish Committee 
(one of the oldest and best known Jewish bourgeois organisations 
in America) indicates, anti-Semitic prejudices are often met. 

Discrimination against Jews is also common in the hiring of la- 
bour. Studies made by various American organisations indicate 
that many of the biggest US banks, insurance companies, and 
industrial corporations refuse to take on Jews, or give them only 
low-paid jobs. 

In many places Jews cannot rent or buy a house or flat. 

Even for well-to-do Jews occupying a prominent position in 
American society there is the quite real problem of how to get 
their children into certain closed private schools, how to become 
members of a closed, privileged club, and so on. The name of 
the Secretary of Defense in the Carter Administration, the emi- 
nent physicist Harold Brown, who, before his appointment as head 
of the Pentagon, was President of the California Institute of Tech- 
nology, and had several times occupied leading posts in Wa- 
shington, is quite well known in the United States. Neverthe- 
less the doors of certain snobbish chibs were closed to him. ‘Re- 
cently,’ Time reported at the end of 1976, ‘[he] agreed to be 
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a “test case” and got into Los Angeles’ restrictive California 
Club.’?” 

Such are the facts of everyday life in the United States of 
America, Many Americans are talking and writing with alarm 
about them, including American Jews. The activity of anti-Sem- 
ites, however, (and this must be particularly stressed) does 
not as a rule receive the rebuff that it should from the various 
institutions of the American Jewish community, including the so- 
called ‘defence organisations’. 

As an example we may take the Anti-Defamation League of 
Bnai Brith, which is substituting denigration of anti-Zionists 
and unpardonable anti-Sovietism in the spirit of the cold war 
for the fight against anti-Semitism and defence of civil rights. 
Forster and Epstein, for example, in their book on the new anti- 
Semitism in fact accuse all those of anti-Semitism who do not 
support the Israeli government’s expansionist policy in whole or 
in part—from James Fulbright, the former chairman of the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee, to the Communist Party 
USA."® Like many of their colleagues and fellows, they also, fur- 
thermore, endeavour to create the impression that the progres- 
sive forces, including the radical wing of the movement for civ- 
il rights for Blacks and Spanish-Americans, above all represent 
a threat to American Jews. To that end the dishonest technique 
of identifying anti-Zionism and anti-Semitism is employed, al- 
though it is well known that the fight against Jewish bourgeois 
nationalism and its extreme form—dZionism which at bottom 
contradicts the genuine interests of Jewish workers, has nothing 
in common with anti-Semitism. Nevertheless, by resorting to © 
just this fiddle, Zionists and their patrons deliberately fire a noi- 
sy broadside at the false targets of ‘left anti-Semitism’, ‘black anti- 
Semitism’, etc. And that is by no means fortuitous. 

By attacking American Jews’ real allies in the fight against 
racism and for democracy and progress, Zionists divert the Jew- 
ish population of the USA from struggle against the class 
enemy and against the real causes of anti-Semitism in America. 
At the same time they endeavour to steer them onto the path of 
racism and anti-Sovietism, directing their whole energy to in- 
flating the myth of ‘anti-Semitism in the USSR’ and the viola- 
tion of the civil rights of Soviet Jews.?® 
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The leaders of ‘respectable’ US Jewish organisations, by tak- 
ing an active part in this provocative anti-Soviet campaign, 
link up in fact with Zionist thugs like Meir Kahane, founder 
and leader of the notorious ‘Jewish Defense League’, from whose 
rowdy actions they try from time to time to dissociate them- 
selves in words. The approach of the majority of these ‘respect- 
able’ figures to the thuggery of the Jewish Defense League, how- 
ever, is by no means determined by the ‘indignation’ some- 
times expressed at its actions by accusing them, in the words of 
the Anti-Defamation League of B’nai B'rith, ‘of imitating the 
mindless tactics of racial hoodlums’.”° 

There is also a certain grudging admiration on the part of 
some affluent Jews, notes the Anti-Defamation League’s 
Nat Belth, who points out: “They say things like “I wouldn’t 
do it myself, but I’m glad there are some hooligans 
around”,’?+ 
That is quite natural, for (as the theoretical organ of the Com- 
munist Party USA Political Affairs has said) 
the so-called ‘Jewish Defense League’... simply carries to 
their ultimate extreme the reactionary views prevalent to- 
day among the ‘respectable’ Jewish organisations and 
their spokesmen.?? 
Such a stand, by splitting the front of those who are fighting rac- 
ism and anti-Semitism, only, of course, hampers the struggle 
against the virus of anti-Semitism in the USA, because the fight 
for democratic rights and equality of Jews in all spheres needs 
to be based above all on proletarian internationalism, i.e. on the 
uniting of all working people to combat national and racial op- 
pression of every kind. But American Zionists are directing all 
their efforts to putting as many obstacles as possible in the way 
of workers’ unity. They are trying to draw politically immature 
people after them and to create new difficulties as regards im- 
proving Soviet-American relations. As the 2ist National Conven- 
tion of the CPUSA said: 
The absence of a serious campaign against anti-Semitism 
here, coupled with the Zionist concentration on its pho- 
ney crusade for ‘liberation’ of Soviet Jews, gives encour- 
agement to the forces of racism and anti-Semitism and it 
conceals the true situation of Jews-in the socialist Soviet 
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Union, where anti-Semitism has been virtually wiped 

out.?* 
It is impossible not to agree with this appraisal of the American 
Communists, who have always been and are in the front ranks 
of fighters for the complete rooting out of anti-Semitism and 
who constantly devote much attention to fighting this shameful 
phenomenon in the life of the United States of America. The 
Communist and Workers’ Parties of capitalist countries have 
always fought, and will continue to do so, against every form, 
type, and manifestation of nationalism, chauvinism, and racism, 
including anti-Semitism and Zionism. 
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Serget Rogov 


THE JEWISH QUESTION 
IN CAPITALIST COUNTRIES 


Not only are class conflicts inevitable in capitalist society, based 
on the exploitation of man by man, but so too are national 
discrimination and national conflicts. The capitalist state, while 
proclaiming the formal equality of its citizens, upholds in every 
way a system of social and national inequality. And in capitalist 
society the so-called Jewish question, that is to say the inter-re- 
lations of the Jewish population and the peoples around them, 
have not had a consistent solution, and cannot have. 
In its resolution ‘On the Jewish Question and Zionism in Our 
Day’ the 16th Congress of the Communist Party of Israel notes: 
Jews are living in various countries under different con- 
ditions and regimes. Therefore it is impossible to speak 
about a “Jewish question” as a world-wide question, existing 
in all countries on earth, in capitalism and socialism alike. 

When we talk of the Jewish question, we mean the ques- 
tion of discrimination, persecution and even annihilation 
(especially under nazi rule) of Jews for being Jews. The 
problem of the solution of the Jewish question is, therefore, 
the problem of liberation of the Jewish masses from the 
virus of antisemitism, which appears in various forms in 
the society of class exploitation.... 

The Jewish question, the question of discrimination and 
persecution of Jews for being Jews, does not exist in the 
socialist regime. In the Soviet Union and in other socialist 
countries the social basis for the phenomenon of antisemit- 
ism was liquidated, since the exploiting classes were de- 
feated, since the oppression of nations and national mi- 
norities was eliminated.* 

A scientific analysis of the Jewish question was first provided by 
the founders of Marxism-Leninism. In 1843 Karl Marx had re- 
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solutely opposed transforming ‘the question of Jewish emancipa- 
tion into a purely religious question’,** hiding its social essence, 
and had pointed out that the real, ‘social emancipation of the 
Jews’ could only come about through ‘the emancipation of so- 
ciety’, i.e. through a social revolution.” 

Lenin brought out the essence of the Jewish question in the 
epoch of the transition of capitalist countries to the stage of 
imperialism in a profound way. Emphasising that, 

all over Europe, the decline of medievalism and the de- 
velopment of political liberty went hand in hand with the 
political emancipation of the Jews, their abandonment of 
Yiddish for the language of the people among whom they 
lived, and, in general, their undeniable progressive as- 
similation with the surrounding population® 
he concluded: 

Can we possibly attribute to chance the fact that it is the 
reactionary forces all over Europe, and especially in Russia, 
who oppose the assimilation of the Jews and try to per- 
petuate their isolation? 

That is precisely what the Jewish problem amounts to: 
assimilation or isolation?—and the idea of a Jewish ‘na- 
tionality’ is definitely reactionary not only when expound- 
ed by its consistent advocates (the Zionists), but likewise 
on the lips of those who try to combine it with the ideas 
of Social-Democracy (the Bundists). The idea of a Jewish 
nationality runs counter to the interests of the Jewish pro- 
letariat, for it fosters among them, directly or indirectly, a 
spirit hostile to assimilation, the spirit of the ‘ghetto’.* 

In his “Theses for a Lecture on the National Question’, Lenin 
noted ‘two trends among the Jews’, one tending to freeze ‘isolation 
in one way or another’, and the other seeing the way out in ‘bring- 
ing them closer to the democratic and socialist movement of 
the Diaspora countries’.® 

The capitalist approach to the Jewish question is directly con- 
trary to that of Marxism-Leninism and is based on an inflaming 
of nationalism in every way, be it in the form of anti-Sem- 
itism or in the form of Zionism. Zionism strives, as the most 
reactionary form of Jewish bourgeois nationalism, to isolate Jewish 
workers from their class brothers either through the territorial 
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and political concentration of Jews in Israel (‘political Zionism’) 
or by the propagation of a ‘spiritual ghetto’ for the Jewish mas- 
ses in the countries of the ‘Diaspora’ (‘spiritual Zionism’). This 
creates additional difficulties for a democratic solution of the 
Jewish question in those countries where it exists, i.e. in the coun- 
tries where capital prevails. 

At the end of the 1970s there were more than eight million 
Jews in capitalist countries (not counting the 3 200 000 in Israel). 
The biggest Jewish community in the world is concentrated in 
the United States, where the Jewish population numbers 
5 781 000. In addition there are 305 000 persons of Jewish origin 
living in Canada. In the countries of Western Europe there are 
1 300 000 Jews, of whom 650 000 live in France and 410 000 in 
Great Britain. There are around 600000 Jews in the countries 
of Latin America, including 300 000 in Argentina, and 150 000 
in Brazil. Among the other large Jewish communities, special 
mention must be made of that in South Africa, which numbers 
118 000.* 

The Jewish ethnic groups living in various capitalist countries 
do not, in the aggregate, constitute a ‘world Jewish nation’ as 
Zionists and anti-Semites affirm, but are being assimilated by 
the peoples around them. Assimilation affects all spheres of the 
economic, cultural, and political life of the Jewish ethnic groups 
and is governed in the first place by factors of an economic order, 
namely, the absence of a community of Jews’ economic life in the 
different countries and of a special ‘Jewish economic market’. 
In the United States, for example, the American Jewish ethnic 
group is a component of the American nation, in Argentina of 
the Argentinian nation, and so on. Jews living in other countries do 
not have a community of economic life nor a community of territo- 
ry, nor a community of language and other attributes of a nation. 

Suffice it to say that in the USA Yiddish, which rose in the 
Middle Ages on the basis of a German dialect, is recognised as 
their mother tongue (by the data of the American census) by 
less than two million persons of Jewish origin, or a third of the 
American Jewish ethnic group. A similar position is observable in 
Great Britain, France, and most other capitalist countries. In 
Mediterranean countries (Greece, Turkey, Spain) Ladino (a 
language forméd on the basis of a dialect of mediaeval Spanish) 
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is used among some of the Jewish population. The overwhelming 
majority of persons of Jewish origin now speak the languages of 
the people around them. In our day English is the mother tongue 
of around 6700000 Jews, French of around 700000, Span- 
ish of more than 450000 Jews. Thus, the various Jewish ethnic 
groups have no common “national” language. 

Visible confirmation of the assimilation of the Jewish popula- 
tion of most capitalist countries has been the growth in the num- 
ber of mixed marriages, which leads, and sometimes very quick- 
ly, to a change of Jewish ethnic self-consciousness into another. 
In the United States, for example, 6 per cent of Jews contracted 
mixed marriages in 1941-61, 17 per cent in 1961-65, and 
in 1966-72 already 32 per cent, while at least half of the Amer- 
ican Jews at the present time marry persons of non-Jewish ori- 
gin.” In other capitalist countries a similar trend is observable. 
In West Germany, for example, 60 per cent of the marriages 
made by Jews are mixed ones. As a result the numbers of the 
Jewish population in the USA,.Great Britain, Argentina, and 
a number of other countries, fell in the 1960s. Demographers 
estimate that the Jewish population in Great Britain will fall 
to 225000 within a few decades, and in the United States will 
be less than a million in the next century. 

Assimilation reinforces class stratification within the various 
Jewish ethnic groups in every capitalist country. Capitalists of 
Jewish origin join the ruling class, while workers of Jewish ori- 
gin replenish the ranks of the working class. The once numerous 
Jewish petty bourgeoisie is being eroded very rapidly, while the 
numbers of the intelligentsia and white collar workers of Jewish 
origin are growing. An important factor affecting the social com- 
position of the Jewish population is its relatively high educational 
standard, and also its concentration in big cities. At the same time 
there is almost no peasantry among the Jewish ethnic groups 
of capitalist countries, for various historical reasons. As a result 
there remain marked differences in the occupational structure of 
the Jewish population compared with the total population of the 
countries concerned. The proportion of big and middling business- 
men is comparatively high, and the intermediate urban strata of 
the intelligentsia especially so; the proportion of workers is rela- 
tively small, while most workers of Jewish origin are emploped as 
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a rule in commercial enterprises, the services sphere, and light 
industry. 

Zionist and pro-Zionist propaganda tries in every way to spread 
the myth of a very nearly general flourishing of Jews in cap- 
italist society. It is claimed, in particular, that most Jews belong 
to the ‘upper class’, under which are included all specialists, own- 
ers, and managers. Thus multimillionaires and petty shopkeep- 
ers, the heads of big legal firms and modest schoolteachers, are 
included in one category. Statements of that kind will not, of 
course, bear scientific criticism. 

At the same time Western writers try in every way to ignore 
the existence of poor among a quite considerable part of the 
Jewish population in capitalist countries. In Great Britain, for 
instance, the number of the poor among persons of Jewish ori- 
gin is, by clearly understated figures, 22 500. In London alone 
there are no fewer than 12000 poor Jews. Undernourishment 
and sickness are the lot of more than 40 000 Canadian Jews. In 
Toronto, for example, the poor constitute at least 13 per cent of 
the Jewish population, and in Montreal around 18 per cent. Only 
one in five of the Canadian poor Jews, moreover, receives any 
kind of assistance from Jewish ‘welfare’ organisations. In France, 
where there are more than 13 000 poor Jews, only 1200, less than 
10 per cent, get financial support. The forgotten and the outcasts 
include the poor Jews of Uruguay, where they constitute around 
10 per cent of the Jewish population. Their incomes are around 
16 to 20 dollars a month, while the aid of Jewish ‘welfare’ organi- 
sations does not exceed a total of 18 000 pesos (4 dollars) a month. 

The scale of Jewish poverty is largest, however, in the richest 
capitalist country, the United States of America. Some 900 000 
Americans of Jewish origin are officially classed as poor, and 
another 1350000 Jews have an income just above the poverty 
line. The poor constitute 15.3 per cent of the Jewish population 
of New York and 25 per cent of the Jews in Miami. 

Meanwhile, big businessmen of Jewish origin have become an 
important part of the financial oligarchy of the biggest capitalist 
countries. The top people of the Jewish community already 
played a significant role in the economic affairs of Europe in 
mediaeval times, when the Christian Church forbade the charg- 
ing of interest (usury) and disapproved of engagement in trade. 
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At the same time Judaism proved extremely useful for Jewish 
moneylenders and merchants. 
Contempt for theory, art, history, and for man as an end 
in himself, which is contained in an abstract form in the 
Jewish religion, is the real, conscious standpoint, the virtue 
of the man of money. The species-relation itself, the rela- 
tion between man and woman, etc., becomes an object of 
trade! The woman is bought and sold. 
The chimerical nationality of the Jew is the nationality 
of the merchant, of the man of money in general, 
Karl Marx wrote in one of his early works.* Under feudalism the 
network of Jewish communities together with the merchant city- 
republics performed important economic functions in middleman 
trade, thereby encouraging the primary accumulation of capital. 
As Marx showed, 
The trading nations of ancient times existed like the gods 
of Epicurus in the intermediate worlds of the universe, or 
rather like the Jews in the pores of Polish society. The trade 
of the first independent flourishing merchant towns and 
trading nations rested as a pure carrying trade upon the 
barbarism of the producing nations, between whom they 
acted the middleman. 
In the precapitalist stages of society commerce ruled in- 
dustry. In modern society the reverse is true.® 
With the establishment of the capitalist system in Europe and 
North America, the need for Jewish communities to perform 
the special economic functions they had done in feudal society 
disappeared. 
And for a society based upon the production of commodi- 
ties... Christianity with its cultus of abstract man, more 
especially in its bourgeois developments, Protestantism, 
Deism, &c, is the most fitting form of religion, 
Marx wrote in Volume One of Capital.’ The top people of the 
Jewish communities, however, strove to penetrate the new spheres 
of economic activity. After the bourgeois revolutions in the 
most economically developed countries, political emancipation of 
the Jews followed, which led to disintegration of the Jewish 
ghettos. 
The banker clans of the Rothschilds, Seligmans, Pereires, War- 
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burgs, Guggenheims, Hirsches, Belmontes, and other members 
of the Jewish upper crust already held leading positions in the 
economic affairs of Great Britain, the United States, France, 
Germany, and several other capitalist countries in the nineteenth 
century. At the end of the last century and beginning of the 
present one big capitalists of Jewish origin were penetrating light 
industry and the oil industry and the giant railway companies. 
At the same time a merging of Jewish capitalists with the monop- 
oly bourgeoisie of the leading imperialist powers was taking place. 
Together with the Morgans, Krupps, Fords, Rockefellers, Du 
Ponts, Mellons, Flicks, and other ‘captains of industry’ Jewish 
monopolists formed part of the financial oligarchy. 

At the same time capitalists of non-Jewish origin endeavou- 


red to employ such a class weapon of the bourgeoisie as anti-Sem- | 


itism against their Jewish rivals. Hitler tried to put into practice 
a programme of ‘final solution of the Jewish question’. And 
although most big Jewish capitalists succeeded in escaping the 
Gestapo and avoiding the fate of the millions of ordinary Jews 
tortured to death by the fascists, the positions of Jewish capital- 
ists were seriously undermined in many European countries in the 
1930s and 1940s. 

In the United States capitalists of Jewish origin also had to 
face resistance from their rivals of other descent and religious 
belief. The American economist, Victor Perlo, has written: 

Of course, there is nothing remarkable about anti-Semitism 
in Wall Street. Racism of all kinds is a virtually universal 
characteristic of big capitalists. And the anti-Semitism of 
Wall Street cannot even be compared with the intensity 
of its white Supremacy practices, which wholly exclude Ne- 
groes from positions of power in finance and industry— 
practices, it must be noted, of which the Jewish bankers 
are equally guilty. 

The anti-Semitism of Wall Street, unlike that of German 
fascism, has not aimed at genocide. It has had the limited 
objective of keeping the Jewish bankers ‘in their place’ 
as intermediaries with the world of trade and light indus- 
try, a role from which the top oligarchy also derives sub- 
stantial profits.” 

After World War II capitalists of Jewish origin were able, in 
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the main, to restore their position in Western Europe. They not 
only succeeded in getting compensation for property expropriat- 
ed by the Hitlerites, but also penetrated new industries, in par- 
ticular electronics and aerospace. At the same time there was a 
marked growth of the influence of Jewish capitalists in the Amer- 
ican economy, for which the war had proved a great blessing. 
As a result, the merging of Jewish capitalists and capitalists of 
other origin and religious persuasion greatly increased in capi- 
talist countries, and Jewish capitalists differ in no way, as regards 
their economic interests, from other capitalists. 

The close intertwining and merging of the interests of Jewish 
and non-Jewish capitalists does not, however, mean that the form- 
er have been assimilated. A whole number of old and new clans 
retain their significance, although now, as a rule, their represen- 
tatives sit on the boards of monopolies of mixed composition. In 
some big corporations and monopoly mergers the influence of 
the Jewish capitalists is predominant. 

In Great Britain, for example, the Rothschild-Samuel-Oppen- 
heimer group holds a prominent place among the leading finan- 
cial empires. 

To the extent that British manufacturing became increas- 
ingly important in the British imperialist economy, the po- 
werful position of the Rothschilds was weakened, but viewing 
the imperialist economy as a whole and taking into account 
its international connections, it remains part of, though not 
necessarily, the centre of one of the most powerful group- 
ings. The key connections are oil and non-ferrous metals, 
the British economist Sam Aaronovitch wrote.”* 
Together with the Samuels, the Rothschilds control Royal Dutch- 
Shell, the biggest oil monopoly outside the United States. The 
monopoly grouping based on the Lazard clan, which also has 
close links abroad, maintains contacts with the Rothschild-Sa- 
muel-Oppenheimer group. 

In Britain the big Jewish bourgeoisie includes, in addition to 
the above-named groups, the Wolfson, Sieff, Warburg, Seligman, 
Marks, Spencer, Clore, Sachar, and other families. Their main 
sphere of operation is banking and insurance, light industry, and 
retail trade. 

In France the big Jewish capitalists are represented by mem- 
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bers of the same Rothschild and Lazard clans, which are firmly 
integrated into the country’s economy. In addition to them, there 
are the Baumgartner, Meyer, and Dreyfus families, while the 
Dassault family plays a leading role in the aircraft industry. In 
Holland the Philips clan, which controls one of the biggest elec- 
tronics concerns in the world, plays a marked role in the coun- 
try’s economy. The Warburgs and the Seligmans have restored 
their positions in West Germany. The Lazards and Meyers op- 
erate in Italy. 

Jewish capitalists linked with British and American capital 
occupy a number of key positions in the Republic of South Afri- 
ca. The most influential clan is the Oppenheimer family, which 
controls four-fifths of the world output of diamonds and a sixth 
of world production of gold. The conglomerate Anglo-Ameri- 
can Group, with total assets of three billion dollars, which is 
controlled by the Oppenheimers, operates with a foothold in 
the empire of the British Rothschilds and is also connected with 
the Morgan monopoly group in the United States.** The second 
biggest monopoly group in South Africa, Roan Selection Trust 
is controlled by the Engelhardt clan and the American Jewish 
family of the Lehmans. 

Local capitalists of Jewish origin are also very influential in sev- 
eral countries in South America, especially in Brazil and Argenti- 
na. The capital investments of British and American monopolies 
play a more important role there, however, including those control- 
led by Jewish capitalists. The richest family in Canada is the Bron- 
fman clan, ‘the whiskey kings’ who got rich on illegal exports of 
whiskey to the United States in the ‘Dry Law’ years. The Bron- 
fmans now own companies producing spirits, Distillers Corporat- 
ion, Joseph E. Seagram and Sons Ltd., Calvert of Canada Ltd., 
and have large shareholdings in the oil and film industries. 

The most powerful grouping of Jewish capitalists have been 
formed in the United States. The twenty leading financial empires 
of American capital include the following groups: Lehman 
Brothers, Kuhn, Loeb and Co.; Goldman, Sachs; Lazard Frares 
and Co.; the Loeb, Rhoades, Hornblower group, and the Bronf- 
man’s, in which Jewish capitalists are widely represented. 

Hundreds of capitalists of Jewish origin are shareholders in 
various US corporations. They sit together with capitalists of 
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other origin on the boards of directors and managements of many 
American monopolies. At the same time members of other clans 
of American big businessmen are represented now, as a rule, in 
companies previously considered ‘Jewish’. The fact, according to 
some sources, that Jewish capitalists comprise 20 per cent of 
all American millionaires indicates their influence in the Ameri- 
can ruling class."* 

The Jewish bourgeoisie plays a marked role in the business 
affairs of the United States, in particular in investment banking, 
wholesale and retail trade (chains of department stores, mail or- 
der firms), light industry (especially the clothing, textile, fur, 
and footwear industries), the food industry (especially the liquor 
trade and the production of kosher foods), in building (includ- 
ing land speculation and house property), in the collection of 
scrap metal and secondary raw materials, in the entertainments 
industry (many Hollywood companies and Broadway theatres, 
hotels and night clubs, cinemas and casinos), in the mass media 
(the leading TV and radio corporations ABC, CBS, NBC, the 
New York Times, New York Post, Washington Post, etc., and 
at least half the book publishing firms), and in law firms and the 
medical business. 

At the same time American Jewish capitalists are fairly weakly 
represented in the biggest industrial corporations. Only 7 per 
cent of the directors and managers of the 500 biggest US indus- 
trial corporations are Jews. In recent decades, it is true, Jewish 
big businessmen have appeared who are connected with the oil 
and steel industries, and especially with the electronics and 
aerospace industries, i.e. sectors that form part of the military- 
industrial complex. 

Big Jewish capitalists are inseparably linked with the US mo- 
nopolistic bourgeoisie as a whole. 

In addition, the family and business links between Jewish clans 
are well known, e.g. between the American and European bran- 
ches of the Seligman, Lazard, Warburg, and Rothschild families. 
The authors of the Soviet book on Lenin’s theory of imperialism 
today write: 

In the early stages of the development of imperialism there 
was already observable a tendency toward alliance of oli- 
garchic families. These alliances have retained their im- 


8—317 113 


portance to our day, as has been confirmed by analysis of 
the operations of the British and French financial group- 
ings of the Rothschilds, who jointly control a great many 
companies in Africa (mainly in the Republic of South 
Africa) and Latin America. Close links between the three 
branches of the Lazards are quite distinctly traceable (the 
French Lazard Fréres et Cie., the American Lazard Fré- 
res and Co., and the British Lazard Brothers and Co.) and 
between the two Morgan financial groups. The American 
Morgans and the British financial magnates of the Morgan 
Grenfell group jointly own a number of companies operat- 
ing in the economies of Southern African countries." 
The international connections of Jewish capitalists thus do not 
mean the creation of some kind of ‘ultra-imperialism’. Lenin 
long ago exposed the reactionary character of the ‘theory of ultra- 
imperialism’ and its unscientific character. In fact there is a pro- 
cess of intensified formation of transnational monopolies that 
embrace capitalists of any extraction (Morgans, Rockefellers, 
Rothschilds, Lazards, etc.). The trend toward the international 
unification of capital has not, by any means, abolished competi- 
tion between the various capitalists, including those of Jewish 
origin. As was noted in the Central Committee’s Report to the 25th 
Congress of the CPSU ‘the greater power of the international mo- 
nopolies has made the competitive struggle still more ruthless’.’® 
The Communist Party of Israel has analysed the problem of 
the role and place of Jewish capitalists in the economics and 
politics of capitalist countries many times. For example, it said 
in its Information Bulletin for 1974 (No. 1): 
It is clear that the strength of ‘Zionist’ capital must not 
be belittled, just as one ought not to belittle the strength 
of the other adventurist forces of world reaction. And here 
we would like to remark that the ‘Zionist’ or ‘Jewish’ capi- 
tal(we mean the Rothschilds, the Warburgs, the Lehmans, 
etc.) is neither Jewish nor Zionist. It is ready to work in 
Israel only to the extent that this is profitable, but it will 
also abandon her, when this should be profitable. 
To that one must add that if capital has neither nationality nor 
ideology, capitalists of any national or religious origin, or any 
citizenship, have a capitalist, imperialist ideology. The overwhelm- 
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ing majority of Jewish capitalists today are Zionists or actively 
support Zionism, which serves both their interests and those of 
imperialism as a whole. Some Jewish capitalists, though ex- 
ploiters and reactionaries, at the same time do no hold Zionist 
ideological and political views and opinions but other ones— 
liberal-bourgeois, conservative, profascist, fascist, etc. 

At the same time, members of Jewish capitalist circles are 
widely represented in such international monopoly capital orga- 
nisations as the Bilderberg Group and the Trilateral Commission. 
The active members of the Bilderberg Group, for instance, include, 
in addition to David Rockefeller, the present Prime Minister 
of Great Britain Mrs Thatcher, and the editor-in-chief of the 
American journal Foreign Affairs, William Bundy, Baron Edmond 
de Rothschild, Samuel Warburg, the former director of the Ban- 
que de France Wilfred Baumgartner and other Jewish figures. 
The Trilateral Commission includes Baron Edmond de Roths- 
child, the former US Secretary of State Henry Kissinger, the 
former US Defence Minister Harold Brown, the proprietor of 
the New York Times Cyrus Sulzberger, the US President’s re- 
presentative at the separate Egyptian-Israeli negotiations, Sol 
Linowitz, and certain other Jewish figures, as well as Jimmy Car- 
ter, David Rockefeller, Zbigniew Brzezinski, Franz Josef Strauss, 
Egon Bahr, Walter Mondale, and Cyrus Vance. Thus politicians 
and public figures of the capitalist upper crust of the Jewish 
communities of the USA, Great Britain, France, and several other 
capitalist countries are also represented in the strategy meetings 
of international imperialism. 

In striving to strengthen their influence in the economic and 
political fields, Jewish capitalists are banking more and more 
on Zionism, counting on its aid to split Jewish workers away 
from their class brothers and to convert them into a weapon de- 
fending the capitalists’ selfish, vested interests. A ramified system 
of Jewish bourgeois-nationalist organisations has been built up 
in most capitalist countries whose purpose is to implement a mod- 
ernised variant of so-called cultural-national autonomy (the 
reactionary character of which had already been exposed by 
Lenin at the beginning of the century). 

The organised Jewish communities operating in capitalist 
countries are big organisation complexes with the aim of embra- 
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cing as many Jews as possible. They include dozens of the most 
varied associations and institutions (synagogues, schools; a press; 
children’s, youth, student, and women’s organisations; ‘welfare’ 
funds; trade unions and professional organisations; social and po- 
litical organisations) operating both under ‘non-Zionist’ labels 
and officially as Zionist bodies. At the head of this system of or- 
ganisations there is, as a rule, a co-ordinating centre directing 
the activity of the whole community and functioning as its of- 
ficial spokesman with the constitutional authorities of the coun- 
try concerned. 

At present the Judaic religion enjoys less and less authority 
among the Jewish population of various countries. In the USA, 
for example, only around half of the Jewish families visit synago- 
gues, and less than 20 per cent of the Jewish population takes 
part in daily divine worship. In Buenos Aires only 13 000 of the 
225 000 local Jews attend the synagogue. In London around 60 
per cent of Jewish families are connected with Jewish congrega- 
tions. In Paris, even on religious holidays, not more than 10000 
of the 250000 local Jews go to the synagogue, and in Amster- 
dam not more than 40 per cent of the Jewish population. In 
other countries, too, many Jews show a steady tendency to de- 
part from the Judaic religion. 

There is an increasingly noticeable development within Judaism 
of independent trends on the organisational plane. For many 
centuries now there have been separate synagogues of Ashkena- 
zim (Jews of East European origin) and Sephardim (Jews of a 
Mediterranean origin). In Galicia (Eastern Europe) a sect of 
Hassideans arose with special rituals and dogmas. The Hassideans 
have now broken up into several groups (Lubavich, Satmar, 
etc.). At the beginning of the nineteenth century a reformed 
tendency arose in Judaism in Germany that aimed at adapting 
the ancient religion to the ‘present’ requirements of the Jewish 
bourgeoisie. The reformers not only called for rejection of the 
observance of ‘out-moded’ demands on the believers of Judaism 
(observance of the Sabbath (Saturday] as a non-working day, ob- 
servance of dietary prescriptions about ‘kosher’ food, and so on), 
but also made changes in the ritual of the divine service and de- 
coration of the synagogue (renamed ‘temple’ by the reformists) 
in a spirit of imitation of Protestant churches. The most radical 
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reformers even called for rejection of the idea of the return of 
Jews to the Promised Land and interpreted the ‘messianic es- 
sence’ of the Jewish religion as a mission of ‘being a light for all 
nations’, remaining in the Diaspora. 

Reformist tendencies were most widespread in the United 
States at the end of the last century. The contradictions between 
reformers and orthodox, who were hostile to any changes in dog- 
matics and rituals, became very acute among American Judaists 
at the beginning of the twentieth century. In those circumstances 
yet another trend developed, which came to be called conserva- 
tive, and which occupied an intermediate position between the 
reformers and the orthodox. Conservative Judaists recognised the 
need for certain changes in the rituals but opposed more or less 
important reforms in Judaic dogma. 

The conservative trend in American Judaism has advanced to 
a leading place in recent years. The members of conservative con- 
gregations account for 23 per cent of the American Jews, reform- 
ist—for 13 per cent, while those of orthodox synagogues make 
up only 9 per cent of the Americans of Jewish origin. What is 
more, the overwhelming majority of orthodox Jews belongs to 
the petty-bourgeois strata of the Jewish population, whereas 
Jewish Big Business and middling businessmen, and the middle- 
class intelligentsia are widely represented among the reformist 
and conservative Jews. 

In other capitalist countries the orthodox trend remains the 
dominant one, although a World Union for Progressive Judaism 
had already been founded in 1926 on the initiative of American 
reformists, while the conservatives organised a World Synagogue 
Council in 1957. In several capitalist countries the orthodox Ju- 
daic communities have the post of chief rabbi; sometimes there 
is the chief rabbi for the Ashkenazim and the chief rabbi for the 
Sephardim. 

One of the most important trends in the activity of Jewish bour- 
geois nationalists, as the influence of the Judaic religion weak- 
ens, is a striving to establish an all-embracing system of ‘Jewish 
education’. There are kindergartens, primary, and secondary 
schools, and even higher education institutions intended solely 
for persons of Jewish extraction in many capitalist countries. At 
the same time the traditional Jewish teaching institution, the 
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yeshibot, has lost much of its significance. Most of the ‘new’ Jew- 
ish schools are in fact courses attached to a synagogue (less 
often to a secular Jewish centre), where Hebrew, ‘Jewish history’ 
and other ‘Jewish subjects’ are taught once or twice a week in a 
frankly nationalist spirit. In recent years there has been a found- 
ing of so-called Jewish day schools which, in addition to teach- 
ing ‘Jewish subjects’ provide a general secondary education. 

In most capitalist countries Jewish day schools cater for only a 
fraction of the school pupils of Jewish extraction. In the United 
States, for example, less than 15 per cent of Jewish children study 
in the 363 Jewish day schools, in England 25 per cent, in 
Brasil 25 to 30 per cent. At the same time a quite high percent- 
age of Jewish children in a number of relatively small Jewish 
communities study in such schools. In Melbourne, for example, 
35 per cent of the children of Jewish extraction study in the Jew- 
ish primary schools, and 37 per cent in the Jewish secondary scho- 
ols. In Johannesburg 45 per cent of the Jewish people study in the 
Jewish day schools, in Gapetown—65 per cent, and a still greater 
percentage in Durban and Port Elizabeth. In Italy, 60 per cent 
of the Jewish children is covered by this form of education; in 
Caracas, the capital of Venezuela, 90 per cent. 

In spite of the considerable strengthening of Jewish bourgeois 
nationalists, the number of Jewish children in many countries 
who are not covered by the ‘system of Jewish education’, it should 
be noted, is growing all the time. In the USA, for instance, the 
number of children studying in various Jewish schools declined 
from 554 000 in 1966 to 457000 in 1972. In Argentina in 1977 
alone the number of children attending the Jewish primary day 
schools dropped by 15 per cent, and the Jewish secondary schools 
—by 50 per cent. Capitalist sociologists are trying to explain 
this by purely demographic causes, endeavouring thereby to hide 
the fact that more and more Jewish families prefer not to isolate 
their children in Jewish schools. The issue of ‘Jewish education’ 
is therefore now causing increasing concern in Zionist circles. 

In all sincerity I must say, that we cannot boast of impres- 
sive achievements in the field of Jewish education today... 
Most Jewish children—about 60 per cent of them—re- 
ceive no Jewish education whatsoever, 
the head of the Education and Culture Department of the Zion- 
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jst General Council Hayim Finkelsztajn, recognised at the June 
1974 session of the Council.*? 
A Social-Zionist worker, Itzhak Korn, declared in turn at the 
February 1973 session of the Zionist General Council that 
New ways must be sought, so that the young generation in 
the various countries enters into the sphere of Jewish edu- 
cation... Let us confess that Jewish education without a 
Jewish vision, and without a Zionist vision, is meaningless. 
The Zionist idea can serve to train our young generation.”® 
In the 1970s Jewish bourgeois nationalists considerably increased 
expenditure on ‘educational’ purposes. The outlay of the Amer- 
ican Jewish community alone for this purpose topped 130 mil- 
lion dollars. In the mid-1970s the Jewish Agency was disbursing 
around 200 million dollars from its budget of 700 million dol- 
lars for purposes of ‘education and culture’. The departments 
of education and culture and religious education of the World 
Zionist Organisation received 15 per cent of its budget. It became 
a common practice of the World Zionist Organisation to send 
Israeli teachers to the Jewish schools of the Diaspora. More than 
350 Zionist teachers are seconded annually from Israel. 

The religious and ‘educational’ activity of the Jewish commun- 
ities in capitalist countries is only one aspect of the activity of 
Jewish bourgeois nationalists. 

Big Jewish capitalists take a leading role in the Jewish com- 
munities everywhere. By the middle of the last century the first 
social and political organisations expressing the interests of Jewish 
Big Business had already sprung up, such as B’nai B'rith, found- 
ed in the United States in 1843, and the Alliance Israélite Uni- 
verselle, founded in France in 1860. 

The core of each Jewish community in capitalist countries has 
now become a system of ‘welfare’ funds, at the head of which 
there is an institution serving the function of co-ordinating centre 
to collect and distribute money donated by the Jewish population. 
In the USA, for example, there is the Council of Jewish Feder- 
ation and Welfare Funds, which includes around 220 local wel- 
fare funds. In South Africa this function is performed by the 
United Community Fund, in France by the Fonds Social Juif 
Unifié. 

The co-ordinating centres operate in close contact with the 
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branches of Keren Hayesod (the Foundation Fund), the financial 
organ of the Jewish Agency, which collects funds for Israel. 
The branches of Keren Hayesod usually operate under the name 
of the United Israeli Appeal (in the USA, Canada, and 
Great Britain), and the Joint Israeli Appeal (South Africa), 
Joint Jewish Action (in Holland), etc. In some countries the 
co-ordinating centre of the Jewish community and_ the local 
branch of Keren Hayesod have set up an institution for the joint 
collection of money under the title United Jewish Appeal. Such 
a very involved system operates in the United States, for example, 
where the United Jewish Appeal annually collects up to 900 mil- 
lion dollars with the support of the Council of Jewish Federation 
and Welfare Funds. The greater part of the income of the Unit- 
ed Jewish Appeal is paid info the United Israeli Appeal, a smal- 
ler part to the American Jewish Joint Distribution Committee, 
which carries on overseas operations independently of the Jewish 
Agency. 

Although the organised Jewish communities in capitalist coun- 
tries strive to extend their influence in all strata of the Jewish pop- 
ulation, it is representatives of Big Business, the middle classes, 
and the petty bourgeoisie that take an active part in their work. 
That is graphically confirmed by the facts on the census of the 
Jewish population in the United States published in the Amer- 
ican Jewish Year Book for 1978. Only around half the Ameri- 
can workers of Jewish origin, for instance, are members of orga- 
nised Jewish communities. At the same time more than 70 per cent 
of the Jews with an annual income above 40000 dollars a year 
(i.e. the capitalist strata) belong to communities, while many of 
the rich who are not formally members of Jewish organisations 
donate money to the United Jewish Appeal. Comparison of the 
social composition, incomes, and educational standard of the 
members of Jewish communities and of persons of Jewish extrac- 
tion indicates a marked superiority of the former. The poor, for 
instance, constitute 13.3 per cent of the first group and 18.3 
per cent of the second; the figures for the rich are 9 per cent and 
4.5 per cent respectively. Workers constitute less than 20 per cent 
of the first group and more than 40 per cent of the second. Al- 
most 40 per cent of the first group have higher education, and 
only 25 per cent of the second.’® 
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The explanation of this situation is that membership of the 
Jewish communities entails increasing financial outlays—payment 
of membership fees to synagogues and secular organisations, pay- 
ment for teaching in Jewish schools, contributions to the United 
Jewish Appeal and other ‘welfare’ funds. Only quite prosperous 
people can afford such expenses. 

The incomes of Jewish ‘welfare’ funds are made up mainly 
of the cash donations of the capitalist strata of the Jewish popu- 
lation, especially of members of Big Business. In the United States, 
Holland, and certain other countries, moreover, ‘donations’ 
to these funds are also made by non-Jewish capitalists, but most 
of the contributions come from Jewish big businessmen. It is in- 
dicative that, in spite of pressure and blackmail, many Jews refuse 
to contribute money to Zionist and pro-Zionist ‘welfare’ funds. In 
France, for instance, the United Jewish Appeal receives donations 
from approximately 40 000 persons. In Britain the donors for the 
Appeal (formerly the United Palestinian Appeal) number only 
30 000. At the same time big Jewish capitalists do not stint money 
to finance the work of Zionist organisations. In 1967, for instance, 
the Rothschilds gave a ‘dinner to collect funds for Israel’ to which 
‘thirty of the most eminent Jewish families of Britain’ were invited. 

In the United States the United Jewish Appeal alone received 
around 20 contributions of a more than million dollars each at 
the beginning of the 1970s, while four families gave five million 
dollars. a year. It is indicative that only 20 per cent of New 
York’s 800 000 Jewish families contributed to the Appeal. Half 
of all its income was received from 864 of the 150000 families 
that contributed.2° The ex-chairman of the Executive of the 
World Zionist Organisation, Louis Pincus, made a not uninteres- 
ting admission in 1973: 

The leaders of the Appeal in America say, ruefully, that 
one percent of all contributors give 50 percent of all mo- 
ney. This means that there are no ‘common people’ in the 
Appeal.?* 
After the reorganisation of the Jewish Agency in 1971 half the 
seats on its Executive were given to formally ‘non-Zionist’ repre- 
sentatives of the United Israeli Appeals of the countries of the 
Diaspora. The Chairmanship of Board of Governors of the Jewish 
Agency was taken by the Detroit multimillionaire Max M. Fi- 


121 


sher, who had previously been the head of the Council of Jewish 
Federation and Welfare Funds in the USA. The reorganisation 
reflected the leading role of big American Jewish capitalists in 
financing the Jewish Agency (which gets two-thirds of its in- 
come from the United States). 

Jewish capitalists are also directly the heads of many other 
Zionist organisations. The chairmanship of the American Jewish 
Committee was held for many years by Jacob Blaustein, owner of 
a big shareholding in Standard Oil of Indiana. A representative 
of the Bronfman clan heads the Canadian Jewish Congress and 
the North American branch of the World Jewish Congress. The 
presidency of the World Jewish Congress is occupied by the Chi- 
cago multimillionaire Philip M. Klutznick (in November 1979 he 
was also appointed the US Secretary of Commerce). Alain de 
Rothschild is president of the Representative Council of the 
Jews of France, Edmond de Rothschild is the treasurer of Friends 
of the Hebrew University in Jerusalem, Alix de Rothschild 
is president of the Youth Aliyah, and an English member of this 
clan, Edmond Rothschild is chairman of the board of directors 
of the Israel Corporation Ltd. 

Jewish capitalists are widely represented as well on the quasi- 
governmental institutions of Jewish communities. In the United 
States, for example, these functions are performed by the Nation- 
al Jewish Community Relations Advisory Council which co- 
ordinates the activities of all major institutions of the communi- 
ty and the Conference of Presidents of Major American Jewish 
Organisations, the job of which is to be the spokesman of ‘all 
Jews’ in relation to the US Administration. In Argentina these 
functions are performed respectively by the Federacién de Com- 
unidades Israelitas (Federation of Jewish Communities) and De- 
legacion de Asociaciones Israelitas Argentinas (Delegation of Ar- 
gentine Jewish Associations). 

In recent decades there has been a considerable growth in 
the international activity of Jewish bourgeois-nationalist organi- 
sations. In this sphere international Zionist and pro-Zionist as- 
sociations, and a number of the most influential capitalist orga- 
nisations of the American Jewish community operating under 
‘non-Zionist’ slogans, display the greatest activity. As for the lat- 
ter, they endeavour, reflecting the claims of American Jewish 
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monopoly capitalists to lead ‘world’ Jewry, to extend their in- 
fluence in all Jewish communities of the Diaspora. 

The World Jewish Congress (WJC), which was founded in 
1936 and has branches in 67 capitalist and developing countries, 
has stepped up its activity greatly of late. Although it is formally 
considered a ‘non-Zionist’ organisation, it maintains ‘special’ re- 
lations with the World Zionist Organisation, and bases its acti- 
vity on doctrines of ‘spiritual’ or ‘cultural’ Zionism, putting the 
stress of separating the Jewish population from the peoples around 
them. The WJC’s programme is wholly based on the Zionist 
dogma of an ‘extraterritorial Jewish nation’. The WJC, how- 
ever, does not call for emigration to Israel, which makes its 
programme one most acceptable to the capitalist hierarchy of 
the Jewish communities in capitalist countries, especially in the 
United States. Representatives of the American capitalist class 
of Jewish extraction play a leading role in the WJC. 

While disguising itself as a ‘non-Zionist’ organisation, the WJC 
sets itself tasks, as its General Director Gerhart M. Riegner has 
written, ‘which neither the State of Israel nor the World Zionist 
Organisation... can perform.’*? One of these tasks is to try and ex- 
tend its activity, under the slogan of ‘the oneness of Jewish cul- 
ture’, to certain socialist countries. 

At the same time the WJC is striving to broaden its penetra- 
tion of developing countries where the Jewish communities, as 
a rule, are small. Gerhart M. Riegner has written: 

A particular task for us in this respect is to build bridges 
of friendship and understanding to the countries of the 
Third World... The WJC has started activities in this 
field.?* 
The character of its activity in developing countries can be judg- 
ed from the anti-Iranian campaign developed by it under the 
false slogan of the ‘anti-Semitism’ of the new revolutionary lead- 
ership. As a result of this campaign, Zionist circles succeeded 
in getting several thousand Iranian Jews to emigrate to Israel. 
A similar campaign is now being run against the revolutionary 
regime in Ethiopia. The WJC thus acts against the participation 
of Jewish workers in joint struggle with their class brothers for 
social progress in developing countries as well as in capitalist ones. 
The reactionary character of the bourgeois-nationalist activi- 
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ty of the top people of the Jewish communities in capitalist coun- 
tries is graphically visible from the example of the numerous Zion- 
ist organisations, all of which, operating in the Diaspora, act 
on the basis of the programme of the World Zionist Organisation, 
which makes strengthening of the State of Israel and ‘the ingath- 
ering of the Jewish people in its historic homeland Eretz Is- 
rael** their primary task. At the same time Zionist oragnisations 
are waging an active struggle against the assimilation of Jews 
and are endeavouring to ‘Zionise’ the Jewish communities in 
various countries. At the twenty-ninth Congress of the World 
Zionist Organisation a special resolution was passed in this con- 
nection that the 
dynamic Jewish community in the Diaspora, committed to 
Zionist ideals and emotionally tied to Eretz Yisrael, help 
insure the survival of Israel and of the Jewish people.” 
The ramified organisational network of international Zionism 
has the aim of involving the various layers of the Jewish popu- 
lation in their activity. While sharing the common ideological 
programme of international Zionism, Zionist organisations have 
their differences on tactical matters. The supporters of General 
Zionism, for example, combine Zionist dogmas with a socio-eco- 
nomic platform characteristic of capitalist parties in capitalist 
countries like the Conservative Party in Great Britain or the Re- 
publican Party in the United States, calling for unlimited growth 
of private enterprise. The adherents of religious Zionism oppose 
any secular tendencies and call for the building of a theocratic 
state in Israel. They call, in the spirit of the most reactionary cler- 
ical parties in the capitalist world, for the subordination of all 
Jews’ spiritual and political affairs to religion. The Social Zion- 
ists, relying on petty-bourgeois strata and the aristocracy of la- 
bour, operate as a Trojan Horse in the labour movement. Zion- 
ist revisionists are the ultra-right, fascist-minded wing of in- 
ternational Zionism. Moreover, there are numerous women’s, 
youth and children’s Zionist organisations specialising in the ide- 
ological influencing of individual groups of the Jewish popula- 
tion. In all, branches of the World Zionist Organisation and its 
international Zionist parties are operating in nearly 60 countries. 
The revisionist Herut Party, for instance, which has been head- 
ing the Israeli Government since 1977, operates in 20 countries. 
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The biggest branch of the World Union of General Zionists is the 
Zionist Organization of America, which has 117 000 members. It 
is no accident that the headquarters of this international Zionist 
party is located in New York and not in Jerusalem. Branches of 
this party operate in eight Latin American countries, Australia, 
France, and several other West European countries. In Israel the 
World Union of General Zionists is represented by the Liberal 
Party, which forms, along with Herut, the ultra-right bloc Likud. 

Another party of so-called General Zionists, operating under 
the title World Confederation of United Zionists, also has its 
headquarters in New York and is based on the Women’s Zionist 
Organisation of America (Hadassah), which has 340000 mem- 
bers. The Jewish League for Israel and B’nai Zion, organisations 
that form part of this party, also operate in the USA. The World 
Confederation of United Zionists has branches altogether in 22 
countries of the Diaspora. 

The world organisation Mizrachi-Hapoel Hamizrachi unites 
Zionists among orthodox Jews and is closely linked with the 
National Religious Party and the Rabbinate of Israel. Its branches 
operate in 17 countries of the Diaspora. Moreover, the youth 
religious Zionist organisation, Bnei Akiva, is also functioning 
in 30 countries. In the 1970s the Zionist organisations based on 
the reformist and conservative trends in Judaism set up their own 
international associations. However, they are not very influential 
outside the Jewish community of the United States. 

The World Labour Zionist Movement has its headquarters in 
Israel where it is represented by the Labour Party (MAPAI) which 
headed the Israeli governments from 1948 to 1977. The branch 
of this international Zionist party in the United States is the La- 
bor Zionist Alliance, which has more than 100000 members. 
What is more, the World Labour Zionist Movernent has its 
branches in more than 20 countries of the Diaspora. 

The MAPAM World Union operates under the label of a ‘Left 
Zionist’ party. In its report to the 28th Congress of the World 
Zionist Organisation, it was said: 

As a Zionist ideological section, belonging to the Left Wing, 
it managed to make contact with non-affiliated Jews, and 
also with those who despaired of communism, had left the 
New Left and the old, or had been expelled from other 


125 


liberation movements and thus came to us—to Zionism.”* 
This party has branches in seven countries. 

The Women’s International Zionist Organisation, which has 
250000 members in 50 countries, is formally ‘non-party’ in 
character. 

At the beginning of the 1970s Zionist federations were found- 
ed in most capitalist countries uniting all Zionist organisations 
and branches of international Zionist parties operating on the 
territory of these countries. In addition, individual membership 
of the federations was provided for persons accepting the pro- 
gramme of the World Zionist Organisation but not belonging 
to any Zionist party or organisation. 

After 1967 Zionists greatly stepped up their activity in the 
Jewish communities of the Diaspora. Its main line has become 
the launching of campaigns in support of the Israeli Govern- 
ment’s aggressive course and the organisation of various anti-So- 
viet and anti-communist provocations. The collection of funds 
for Zionist and pro-Zionist organisations rose considerably. The 
income of the Jewish Agency increased four or five times over in 
the 1970s compared with the period before 1967. These funds 
finance immigration to Israel in part, and the building of new 
Jewish settlements in occupied Arab territories. Some of the 
funds are also paid into the budget of the World Zionist Orga- 
nisation. As a result, ‘welfare’ contributions to the United Jewish 
Appeal in the United States, for example, were used to support 
Israeli expansionism, or were returned to the United States 
through the Jewish Agency and the World Zionist Organisation 
to be used for political purposes by local Zionists. 

Political lobbying of the governments and parliaments of a 
number of capitalist countries by Zionist circles has acquired 
great dimensions. Spokesmen of the bourgeois-nationalist hierar- 
chy of the Jewish communities play a leading role in this. Many 
bourgeois and social-reformist politicians of Jewish extraction 
actively maintain a pro-Israel, pro-Zionist political line, and main- 
tain close connections with Zionist and pro-Zionist organisa- 
tions, constituting at the same time the kernel of a pro-Israel 
coalition in the legislatures and executive organs of capitalist 
countries. In Great Britain, for instance, more than 110 mem- 
bers of Parliament belong to the Conservative Friends of Israel 
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association, whose director is Michael Fidler, ex-MP, who is at 
the same time the president of the Board of Jewish Deputies, and 
a leader of the General Zionist Organisation of Great Britain. 
The pro-Israel coalition enjoys even more influence in the 
leadership of the Labour Party. 

Pro-Israel lobbying is carried on by organisations like the Anglo- 
Jewish Organisation, the France-Israel Association, or the 
German-Israel Society, set up specially for the purpose. In 1974, 
on the initiative of the French parliamentary group for Franco- 
Israeli friendship, a West European conference for solidarity with 
Israel was held, which decided to set up a European Commit- 
tee for Friendship with Israel, which was joined by representa- 
tives of eleven countries. The standing committee to co-ordinate 
‘acts of solidarity and friendship with Israel’ is headed by Jean- 
Jacques Servan-Schreiber, chairman of the French Radical So- 
cialist Party. 

A number of ‘humanitarian’ organisations that are under the 
influence or control in one way or another of Zionists are occupied 
in spreading Zionist propaganda. The International League 
against anti-Semitism, which operates in France, for instance, is 
actively involved in Zionist activity. According to the Zionist writ- 
er Arnold Mandel, its special purpose is to combat anti-Zionism 
and defend the State of Israel. The so-called League for the 
Rights of Man, whose president is Daniel- Mayer, former Chair- 
man of the Foreign Affairs Commission of the French National 
Assembly, and political observer of the Zionist La terre retrouvée. 

Pro-Zionist propaganda is widely carried on in newspapers and 
journals controlled by Jewish capitalists, but also, as a rule, in 
the mass media of capitalist countries. The German publisher 
Axel Springer, notorious for his revanchist views, owner of the 
biggest newspaper empire in West Germany, has repeatedly 
made pro-Israel declarations. 

The whole system of imperialist propaganda, and not only 
Zionists, spreads misinformation about the causes and essence of 
the Middle Eastern conflict, and propagates the myth of ‘peace- 
ful Israel’ allegedly threatened by ‘bloodthirsty Arabs’. As a re- 
sult of systematic ‘brainwashing’ no small part of the public in 
Western countries still expresses support for Israel in the con- 
flict in the Middle East. In the mid-1970s, according to public 


opinion polls, 54 per cent of Americans, 45 per cent West Ger- 
mans, 36 per cent Frenchmen, 32 per cent Britons and 30 per 
cent Italians favoured support for Israel. 

At the same time the French government, and since the Octo- 
ber War of 1973 the governments of many other West Europe- 
an countries, have refrained from officially adopting a policy of 
‘100 per cent support’ for the Zionist ruling circles of Israel. Their 
own interest in retaining access to Arab oil compels the ruling 
circles of these countries to declare their ‘impartial’ approach to 
the Middle Eastern conflict. In spite of counteraction from the 
Zionists lobbies, several West European countries have formally 
declared for a comprehensive settlement of the Arab-Israeli con- 
flict. The governments of France, Austria, Finland, Italy, and 
several other countries have not only recognised the existence of 
the Palestinian people but have also recognised their right to self- 
determination. Agencies of the Palestine Liberation Organisation 
were opened in many capitals in Western Europe in the 1970s, al- 
though only in 1980 was one of -them recognised officially (by 
the government of Austria). 

Zionist circles and their allies are trying in every way to ob- 
struct relations between capitalist countries and the Arab world, 
and in particular with the Palestine Liberation Organisation. In 
the mid-1970s a mass campaign was developed against Western 
firms’ acceptance of the conditions of the boycott of Israel being 
carried out by Arab countries. The Zionist lobbies in the United 
States, Britain, and France are trying to put through legislation 
banning agreement with the demands of Arab countries. In Feb- 
ruary 1977, for instance, the Anglo-Israeli Chamber of Com- 
merce’s anti-boycott commission called on members of Parliament 
to put pressure on the government on this matter under the pre- 
text of ‘defending freedom of trade’. In June 1977 the French 
Parliament passed two acts forbidding French firms to join the 
Arab boycott of Israel. Similar legislation has been enacted by 
the American Congress. 

The anti-Soviet campaign of international Zionist circles has 
reached new heights since the end of the 1960s. A resolution of 
the 17th Congress of the Communist Party of Israel noted: 

The intensified anti-Soviet incitement around the theme of 
‘persecution of the Jews’ is also intended to divert public 
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opinion from the policy of aggression and occupation on the 
part of the Israeli Government, from the cruel oppression 
of the Arab inhabitants in the occupied areas and from 
the policy of national discrimination against the Arab 
population in Israel.?? 
In 1971 and 1976 anti-Soviet assemblies were held in Brussels un- 
der the libellous slogan of ‘struggle against “Soviet anti-Semi- 
tism”’. Among the participants were representatives of the rul- 
ing circles of Israel, and leaders of many Zionist and pro-Zionist 
organisations. At the 1971 conference the Zionists worked out a 
broad programme of anti-Soviet activity. The Commission on 
Work with Governments put the accent on strengthening ‘con- 
tacts with parliamentarians in the free world and, through them, 
to intensify pressure on the USSR’.28 The need for anti-Soviet 
‘conditioning’ of the governments of Latin American, Asian, and 
African countries was also stressed. The Commission on Work 
with Jurists recommended methods of disguising anti-Soviet pro- 
vocations by false references to international law. The Commis- 
sion on Work with Youth, which was chaired by Israeli Colonel 
Mordechai Bar-On, put forward proposals on how to direct the 
political activity of young people into the stream of anti-Soviet- 
ism. The Commission on Mass Media generalised the ‘experience’ 
of spreading forgeries about ‘Soviet anti-Semitism’ in newspa- 
pers, journals, and by radio and television.. The Commission on 
work with Non-Governmental Organisations prepared recom- 
mendations on drawing a number of Church institutions, politi- 
cal parties, trade unions, and organisations representing national 
minorities, etc., in the pro-Zionist campaign. 

At the same time Zionist organisations developed their own 
activity, resorting to openly violent actions in order to prevent 
relaxation of international tension. Attacks on Soviet diplomatic 
representations and commercial and economic institutions, at- 
tempts to interrupt the performances of Soviet artistes and sports- 
men, setting fire to Soviet institutions abroad, and the use of fire- 
arms—such are the methods being used by fascist-minded thugs 
from the Jewish Defense League and similar bandit groups. 

Zionist and pro-Zionist propaganda more and more intensive- 
ly spreads the thesis that the fight against Zionism is allegedly 
equivalent to anti-Semitism. The leaders of the Zionist Anti-De- 
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famation League of the B’nai B'rith Arnold Forster and Benja- 
min R. Epstein, published a book The New Anti-Semitism,?® in 
which everyone who fights Zionism and censures the aggressive 
policy of Israel’s rulers is declared an ‘enemy of the Jews’, es- 
pecially the Soviet Union and other socialist countries, commun- 
ist parties, progressive organisations in capitalist countries, the 
national liberation movement, and even many capitalist politi- 
cians, including Jews, who do not agree with the adventurist 
policy of Israel’s ruling circles. At the same time Zionist and 
pro-Zionist propaganda tries to picture all the reactionary forces 
that support the Israeli extremists as ‘friends of the Jews’, 
and to camouflage the collaboration of Jewish bourgeois na- 
tionalists with various kinds of anti-communist and anti-Soviet 
groups, many of which take an anti-Semitic stand. 

In recent years Zionist propaganda has intensively spread the 
thesis that anti-Semitism has allegedly been ended in capitalist 
countries, and that capitalist democracy has allegedly freed the 
Jewish masses from discrimination and persecution. That is a 
forgery through and through. Anti-Semitism is an integral part 
of modern capitalism. It exists in one form or another in all capi- 
talist countries (in Israel it survives, in effect, as discrimina- 
tion of the ‘lower’ Jews, immigrants from Arab and other Afro- 
Asian countries). 

Anti-Semitic literature is distributed unhindered in many cap- 
italist countries. In the United States, West Germany, Italy, 
Argentina, and other Western countries Hitler’s Mein Kampf, 
Henry Ford’s The International Jew, and many other books 
breathing hatred of the Jewish population are on regular sale. 

Anti-Semitic propaganda is not without consequences. In 1977, 
for example, there were acts of vandalism against Jewish insti- 
tutions in Hamburg, Hanover, Schotten, Affaltrach, Warburg- 
Ossendorf, Billerbeck, and Havixbeck (West Germany), demon- 
strations of fascist organisations in the American towns of Skoki 
(where 7000 former refugees from Nazi Germany live), Mil- 
waukee, Saint Louis, Oakland, and several others. In France ex- 
plosions have been caused in the premises of the progressive Jew- 
ish Resistance and Mutual Aid Union and the Movement for 
Peace and against Racism and Anti-Semitism, and of the Jewish 
newspaper Presse nouvelle. 
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The progressive forces of capitalist countries and Communists, 
are waging a resolute campaign against anti-Semitism and Zion- 
ism. Communist parties expose the unscientific character of 
the bourgeois-nationalist approach to the Jewish question. 

In every country Jews are an integral part of national so- 
ciety, sharing its history, interests, economic life, culture 
and patriotism. This is due to the objective causes that have 
arisen over the centuries, causes that can be established 
everywhere, 
the General Secretary of the French Communist Party, Georges 
Marchais, has said.*° 
Democratic frames of mind are very widespread, it must be 
emphasised, among the Jewish population of capitalist countries. 
In the United States, Great Britain, France, and a number of 
other capitalist countries Jewish working people are actively 
involved in the fight against monopoly domination and the arms 
race, and for peace, democracy, and social progress. The involve- 
ment of progressive strata of the Jewish population of the Unit- 
ed States in the mass movement against American aggression 
in Indochina and in the movement for Negroes’ civil rights is 
especially noteworthy. World Marxist Review says that 
progressive and revolutionary ideas are spreading among 
the Jewish youth in Western Europe and America and that 
many of them are taking an active part in democratic strug- 
gles in their countries and in actions against Zionist prac- 
tice, especially in connection with the situation in the Mid- 
die East and the national rights of the Arab people of 
Palestine.** 

Jews are widely represented in a number of progressive organi- 

sations, especially in the working-class movement. 

It would be wrong to regard Jewish capitalist circles as a whol- 
ly reactionary force. There are representatives of various politi- 
cal views among Jewish capitalists, just as among the capitalist 
class of any origin. It is indicative that, in spite of the onslaught 
of the Zionist anti-Soviet campaign, a number of leading Jewish 
capitalists are actively involved in trade with the USSR and oth- 
er socialist countries and come out in favour of detente and 
against the fomenting of cold war. 

The commission for work among the Jewish population of 
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the National Committee of the CPUSA carries on much activi- 
ty among Jewish American workers. The circulation of its mon- 
thly Jewish Affairs, edited by Herbert Aptheker, one of the lead- 
ers of American Communists, is growing. In France the pro- 
gressive organisations the Movement for Peace and against Rac- 
ism and Anti-Semitism and the Jewish Resistance and Mutual 
Aid Union enjoy appreciable influence among the democratic 
strata of the Jewish population. 

In spite of their support from monopoly capital, the Zionists 
have not managed to become dominant in the Jewish commu- 
nities of capitalist countries. At the 29th Congress of the World 
Zionist Organisation held at the beginning of 1978 it was said 
that only 1 200 000 Jews in the countries of the Diaspora were 
members of Zionist organisations. That means that Zionist ideol- 
ogy and policy is openly supported by not more than 15 per cent 
of the Jewish population of capitalist countries. In fact, however, 
the number of convinced supporters of Zionism is apparently 
even fewer than the leaders of the World Zionist Organisation 
declare. The General Controller of the organisation has admitted 
that the lists of Zionists are ‘inflated’ and include people long 
dead and persons who have never been involved in Zionist activ- 
ity. In the United States, for example, where the membership 
lists of Zionist organisations count 900 000 persons, only 200 000 
took part in the election of delegates to the 29th Congress of the 
World Zionist Organisation. In France 3 per cent of the Jewish 
population voted for delegates to the Congress, or 17 000 persons, 
although according to the official figures there are 45 000 Zion- 
ists there. In Argentina, where 25000 Zionists are registered, 
only 6000 persons took part in the election of delegates, i.e. 2 per 
cent of Argentinians of Jewish extraction. In Holland, where 
2000 persons are counted as members of Zionist organisations, 
only 800 persons voted for delegates to the Congress of the World 
Zionist Organisation, i.e. about 2 per cent of the Jewish popula- 
tion. In Great Britain elections for delegates were not generally 
held, and the Zionist leaders simply distributed delegates man- 
dates among themselves. 

Today when the general crisis of international imperialism is 
growing, Zionism, too, is being affected by quite evident crisis 
phenomena. 
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Even in Jewish bourgeois-nationalist circles it often has to be 
admitted that the broad Jewish masses refuse to support the ex- 
tremist line of the Zionists. In February 1980, for instance, the 
chairman of the Conference of Presidents of Major American 
Jewish Organisations, Theodore Mann, noted that 95 per cent 
of the Jews in the United States did not agree with the policy 
of the Begin Government on the territories occupied by Israel.*? 

Other evidence of a crisis in international Zionism is the in- 
ability of Zionist organisations to organise mass emigration of 
Jews, including even their own members, to Israel from the Unit- 
ed States, Great Britain, France, and other countries. Emigra- 
tion to the Promised Land fell very steeply after the October 
War of 1973. In spite of the noisy propaganda campaigns in 
favour of emigration that Zionists regularly organised in New 
York, Paris, and other cities where the Jewish population is con- 
centrated, the overwhelming majority of the Jews of various 
countries refuse to answer the call. 

Furthermore, there is a reverse process, namely a flight of 
many citizens of Israel from that state. While still leader of the 
opposition, Menachim Begin declared in his usual militarist spirit 
that, as a result, the Israeli Army had lost enough soldiers to 
form twelve brigades.*? Around 500000 former Israeli citizens 
are now living in the United States alone, and areas have appear- 
ed in New York, Los Angeles, and certain other big American 
cities, almost wholly populated by Israelis. 

The efforts of Zionists and their allies directed to strengthening 
and consolidating the separateness of the Jewish masses is thus 
suffering fiasco. Zionism cannot resolve the pressing social pro- 
blems that Jewish workers come up against in capitalist countries. 

Although Zionism has never been an expression of the inter- 
ests of the Jewish masses in capitalist countries, and still is not, 
Zionists and pro-Zionists continue to hold key positions in the 
organised Jewish communities, thanks to the support of Jewish 
monopoly capital and of imperialist reaction as a whole. The ag- 
gressive imperialist forces are more and more actively employing 
Zionism as a tool in their fight against the forces of socialism 
and progress. The fight against Zionism is therefore inseparable 
from the struggle for peace, democracy, and social progress, 
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ISRAEL: A SPLIT SOCIETY 


Marxism requires historism of anyone investigating a pheno- 
menon, i.e. an approach to it as something changing with time 
and developing. One must also not forget that alongside us are 
contemporaries of an evil past that differs little in its most com- 
mon, fundamental features from the realities of the so-called ‘free 
world’. And finally it turns out that there is not only a continuity 
but even still an identity of the bourgeois nationalist preachers 
of past years and our day. Has there really, for example, been 
any kind of marked transformation of the old, Zionist conception 
of the fraternal oneness of all Jews, that knows neither state nor 
class boundaries? And has it not in fact played an ill-starred 
role in the fate of some of our former fellow-citizens? 

I became acquainted with Jacob Beniaminovich Mihelevich 
Many years ago in the Moldavian town of Leovo, where he was 
chairman in his day of the Jewish religious community. Subse- 
quently the community fell apart, because its members broke with 
religion and the synagogue under the impact of the Soviet way 
of life. In papers, however, which I was able to look through be- 
fore starting on this book, a record of the morals prevailing in 
the Leovo community in Mihelevich’s words is preserved. 

My close friend Sh.A. Chusidman bent his back from youth 
for the rich leaseholder Meilichsohn. He laboured from dawn 
to dusk so as to feed his family after a fashion. But then an 
accident befell him. My friend fell from a horse and broke 
his leg. An immediate operation was needed but that took 
a lot of money in those days. And where was he to get it? 
Well, the victim turned for help to his boss. But Meilichsohn 


An abridged and revised extract from the first chapter of the author’s 
book Tupiki sionizma (The Blind Alleys of Zionism), Cartia Moldove- 
niasca, Kishinev, 1979, 
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who loved to boast that he would always be able to stand 
up for his ‘blood brothers’ not only did not fork out but, 
with no qualms of conscience, sacked him on the spot. 
The outcome was that Chusidman, lacking help of any 
kind, remained for ever a cripple. 
Here is a similar ease. L. Begelman worked in a factory that 
made furniture and musical instruments. Once, when lifting 
an upright piano, he ruptured himself. When he was discharged 
from hospital he set off for work, but the boss, also a ‘blood 
brother’, told him that he had been sacked a long time back. 

A man injured in industry was thrown onto the street. 

The second sad episode did not happen in Bessarabia in the 
1930s but in Israel in the 1970s. We read about it in one of the 
many letters of an old Kishinever Shlomo Kogan sent to the So- 
viet Union, in which he told not only about his own bitter 
lot but also the tragedies of many former Soviet citizens of Jew- 
ish extraction, in the ‘land of their forefathers’. 

The cases we have mentioned happened in different geograph- 
ical latitudes and at different times. The circumstances in which 
the people were injured, too, were not the same. What they have 
in common is the attitude of the Jewish rich (like oppressors 
of any nationality or religious persuasion) to working people, 
whom they throw out without pity as soon as they are no good 
for further exploitation. 

The logic of class interests inevitably throws the working man 
and the capitalist into opposition, repulsing the efforts of nation- 
alists of all hues to establish social peace among ‘their’ peoples. 
It is not surprising that the utopian picture of ‘universal Jewish 
brotherhood’ has long since become tattered. 

Let us return, however, to old Bessarabia, this time to periodi- 
cals and archives of the days when the land was occupied by 
royal Romania; every line of them brings us the tension of form- 
er social, class struggles. Running ahead, let us note that this 
material allows us to draw two basic conclusions. 

The first (and main) one is that the ‘Jewish ethnic group’ 
was involved in the class struggle common to the whole popula- 
tion of Bessarabia. Its exploiter minority, side by side with 
their real class brothers (without any inverted commas!), who 
also constituted a minority in the corresponding national groups, 
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i.e. Moldavian, Russian, and Ukrainian capitalists, fought with 
all their might, in collaboration with the occupation authorities, 
to maintain class inequality, which was upheld by the bayonets of 
the royal troops. But the majority of the Jewish working 
people, together with the labouring masses of the Moldavians, 
Russians, Ukrainians, Bulgarians, and Gagauzi, did not stop 
fighting for a single day to expel the occupation authorities and 
to rejoin the Soviet Union. That main conclusion explodes 
the false thesis, at once Zionist and anti-Semitic, that claims that 
at all periods of history in any country Jews are aliens who are 
not concerned about the people among whom they live, because 
they do not come out of the narrow round of their ‘selfish na- 
tional’ interests. 

The second conclusion is that, in general, there were no ‘pure- 
ly national’ interests common to all the Jews of former Bessara- 
bia. The irreconcilable class contradictions that divided the Jew- 
ish population were so far-reaching that they would inevitably 
have blown apart the then Jewish communities, established by 
administrative decree, if these had not been preserved by police 
measures. 

Now let us return to the facts that confirm these two conclu- 
sions. 

In Bessarabia, annexed by royal Romania, where the invaders 
forcibly restored the capitalist-landlord system overthrown by the 
gains of the October Revolution of 1917, the working people’s 
class struggle developed in its highest manifestations into a revo- 
lutionary, liberation movement to end the occupation regime, 
restore Soviet power, and reunite with the Soviet homeland. To 
support and join this movement or to oppose it and unite with 
its enemies—such was the problem that no socially active person 
could avoid. 

For the Jewish middle classes this problem was resolved in sim- 
ple terms: it was necessary to give the royal authorities uncondi- 
tional support because the only alternative to the monarchist re- 
gime would be a ‘Bolshevik dictatorship’. Neither the hatred of 
the working population (Jews included) for the occupation re- 
gime nor the fact that boyar Romania was one of the chief hot- 
beds of anti-Semitism in prewar Europe could affect that situa- 
tion. Anti-Semitic excesses caused the middle-class Jews grievous 
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pain but they never obliterated their class instinct or affected their 
conviction that they would always in the end be able to come 
te an understanding with the capitalists and landowners of the 
occupying country, while they would not find a common lan- 
guage with the popular masses if the latter, including the Jewish 
‘ragtag and bobtail’, established their power. 

In fact, L. M. Zirelsohn, the Chief Rabbi of Bessarabia, who 
had collaborated for many years with the tsarist authorities, and 
who headed the Judaic clerical and Zionist circles in the province 
for nearly thirty years, did not suffer very much inconvenien- 
ce from being forced to change masters. In 1920, for instance, 
he called on the local Jewish population ‘not to meddle in poli- 
tics and always to submit to the state in which they lived, be- 
cause that is the sanest and best policy’.* 

Starting with a call for loyalty and in fact to refrain from the 
least resistance to the occupation powers, the Chief Rabbi and 
the circles he represented went on to obsequious devotion to the 
foreign oligarchic clique of reactionaries. 

In 1938 Zirelsohn organised a thanksgiving service in the Ki- 
shinev Choral Synagogue on the occasion of the kingdom’s ‘grant- 
ing’ of a new constitution,” copied by the Romanian monarchist- 
fascist camarilla from the constitution that Mussolini had im- 
posed on the Italian people. 

With no less willingness the Jewish middle-class hierarchy ac- 
cepted ‘Romanisation’ of the province. The rules of the Kishinev 
Jewish community adopted in the 1920s, for instance, provided 
for inviting new rabbis ‘with due regard for the Jewish, Roma- 
nian, and general culture of the candidate’,® thus in fact encour- 
aging the arrival of religious teachers from Romania. And as a 
rule the rabbis who came from there functioned as vectors of 
Great-Romanian chauvinist influence and equally chauvinist 
Zionist-clerical culture. 

Community of reactionary class interests led to such open dem- 
onstrations of solidarity with exploiters of various nationality 
and religious persuasion as a thanksgiving service in the Ortho- 
dox cathedral in Soroki in 1931 on the birthday of King Carol 
II and the Queen Mother Marie, to which the leaders of the lo- 
cal Jewish community had been officially invited. The bosses of 
this community in turn invited representatives of the county pre- 
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fecture and of the city council, military garrison, and police to a 
divine service in the choral synagogue for the same occasion.’ 

These mutual courtesies did not, of course, at all mean that the 
chairman of the Jewish community and the chief of the Soroki 
police department entertained warm feelings of sympathy for 
each other. On the contrary, they put up with difficulty with the 
forced momentary proximity even within the limits of these cere- 
monies. In general it is unlikely that the Bessarabian Jewish mid- 
dle classes and the alien representatives of the Romanian mid- 
dle classes experienced any sincere mutual attraction. Neverthe- 
less, the former tried in every way to please the latter, the ruling 
class of the oppressor nation. 

Such was the long-standing main line of the Zionist Jewish mid- 
dle classes in all capitalist countries. The Prime Minister of Po- 
land Kazimierz Bartel, the Minister of Foreign Affairs August 
Zaleski, and the marshal of the Senate Szymanski were invited 
as ‘honorary guests’ to the congress of Polish Zionists, for instance, 
held in Warsaw in 1930. Nahum Sokolow, one of the lead- 
ers of international Zionism, bowing and scraping to them, 
wrote: ‘I am pleased to see that the Polish Government is in sym- 
pathy with our popular movement.”® 

With any bourgeoisie sordid class advantage and fear of social- 
ist revolution inevitably prevail over all the other sentiments. 
A common hatred of social progress and of communism throws 
the nationally different contingents of the reactionary bourgeoi- 
sie (who occupy a common position on the same side of the bar- 
ricades) into one another’s embrace. The Jewish capitalists of 
various countries, united under the standards of Zionism, have 
always presented a united front, and still do on key political is- 
sues. Hence the interest of the Jewish plutocracy in the leading 
capitalist countries in strengthening the positions of Judaism and 
Zionism in occupied Bessarabia, which held a not unimportant 
place in the anti-Bolshevik ‘cordon sanitaire’ drawn along the 
western borders of the USSR. It is clear from the archives that 
the Jewish capitalists of the USA ‘sacrificed’ nine million lei in 
the 1920s for the Judaic communities of Bessarabia. The Roth- 
schild Anglo-French dynasty of financial magnates were also 
benefactors of the local Judaic clericals. 

Quite another solidarity (on the basis of proletarian interna- 


141 


tionalism, joint struggle to overthrow social and national oppres- 
sion and to restore Soviet power in Bessarabia) united the local 
working Jews with the multinational masses of the whole occupied 
territory. This solidarity had begun to take shape already 
in tsarist times. To take an example, the printing group who 
printed Lenin’s Iskra in Kishinev at the beginning of the cen- 
tury included, in particular, the plucky Jewish revolutionaries 
L. Goldman, N. Schatz, G. Elkin, and M. Ginsburg. 

In the first days of foreign intervention in 1918 the broad mas- 
ses of the working people of the territory rose in struggle against 
the invaders, irrespective of their national and_ religious ties. 
The names of Pavel Tkachenko, Anton Onika, and Chaim Liv- 
schitz, tortured to death by the Romanian security police, are 
sacred to us as symbols of heroism and of the sacrifices that were 
made for the future liberation of Bessarabia from the yoke of 
occupation by all the nationalities inhabiting it. 

The fight against the occupation regime and the mass protests 
against it found an echo in the legal press. The Yiddish news- 
paper Unser Zeit, for example, wrote at the beginning of the 
1930s that a colonial regime prevailed in Bessarabia and that the 
whole administrative apparatus from the Minister for Bessarabian 
Affairs down had been brought into it (from Romania—M.G.), 
and that there wasn’t a single job in it for Bessarabians. Was not 
such a policy, it asked, an expression of contempt for the citi- 
zens of Bessarabia? And how could a whole province be ruled 
without the direct involvement of its inhabitants? Where else, Af- 
rican colonies apart, could such a regime be found?® This quite 
moderate criticism did not, of course, go beyond the bounds of 
Liberal opposition, but it needed civic courage to publish that 
in a newspaper printed under the vigilant security surveillance. 

The archives enable us to throw some light not only on the 
irreconcilable contradiction between the clearly demarcated reac- 
tionary and progressive forces of the province, but also the de- 
marcations within the national groups of its population. In this 
sense the persistent struggles in the elections to the leading bodies 
of the Jewish communities, which attracted the attention of 
the Romanian security police and even of the Bucharest govern- 
ment, are eloquent in this respect. In 1929, for instance, the sup- 
port of the Mayor of Tel Aviv, Mr. Block-Blimfeld especially 
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brought over to Kishinev, hardly helped the candidates of the 
Zionist organisation and the bloc led by it; they received only 16 
per cent of the votes of the city Jewish community.’ 

In spite of the occupation authorities’ patronage of the Zionists, 
the generous gifts of the local capitalists, and the sops of inter- 
national Zionist organisations, never were they able to lead the 
majority of the local Jewish population in Bessarabia. That was 
recognised by David Ben Gurion, recalling in his memoires the 
trip he made through European countries in 1933. In Romania, 
he wrote, 


There is no Zionist organisation worthy of this name... 
In Bessarabia Zionism is in no better state; one can still 
detect goodwill there, but no one wants to work.® 


The Zionist leader perhaps laid the colour on a bit thick 
in this case for tactical reasons. It is hard to believe that there 
were no Jewish bourgeois fanatics in old Bessarabia desirous 
of doing some work for Zionist ‘ideals’, but that there were 
many fewer who would want to than the leaders of interna- 
tional Zionism would have liked there is no doubt. 

The elections of 1934 gave the bourgeois-Zionist wing of the 
Kishinev community no little unpleasantness. As the Romanian 
security police, who closely followed the course of this cam- 
paign, communicated in a secret report to Bucharest, the group 
of reactionaries, headed by Zirelsohn, obtained only six seats 
as a result of the poll, and the ‘Communist League’ ten. This 
League did not consist simply of Communists, but the security 
police considered everyone who came out against the occupa- 
tion regime and its lackeys ‘Bolsheviks’ and called them such. 

The Kishinev police officials attached a leaflet of the ‘Com- 
munist League’ to their report. The League, which won the 
elections, had said frankly: if you want to put an end to Ortho- 
dox-Zionist sway in the community, if you don’t want the lion’s 
share of the people’s money to go on maintenance of the clergy, 
you should vote for the list of Labour Democracy. Consequently 
the militant anti-Zionist and anti-clerical position of the dem- 
ocratic forces got the support of the majority of the Kishinev 


Jews taking part in the voting. 
Since no one has ever yet struck such a blow to Rabbi Zi- 
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relsohn, the secret police report said, the right wing of Jewry 
was upset, considering the victory of the left forces a_ great 
danger. The right organisations were counting on intervention 
by the government, hoping that the latter would quash the 
elections.2 We have not found information in the archives on 
how subsequent events developed. Judging from the fact that 
Zirelsohn and Co. remained at the helm of the Jewish com- 
munity later, the royal government annulled the election results. 

In order fully to understand the nature of the events of those 
distant years that we have reconstructed, we must recall two 
of Lenin’s propositions. The first is of universal significance, 
for it is applicable to any national group; the other applies di- 
rectly to the social characteristics of Jews in an antagonistic 
society. 

‘In any really serious and profound political issue’, Lenin 
taught, ‘sides are taken according to classes, not nations’.?° 
Everyone who tries to act in defiance of that fundamental tenet, 
hoping to effect a grouping by nations and not by classes, will 
ultimately suffer defeat, irrespective of the context of the ethnic 
milieu in which the efforts are made. The patterns of the class 
struggle may not be understood, may be ignored, or denied, but 
they do not, because of that, cease to exist and govern social 
affairs. 

The second of Lenin’s widely known propositions reads as 
follows: 

Among the Jews there are working people, and they form 
the majority. They are our brothers, who like us, are op- 
pressed by capital; they are our comrades in the struggle 
for socialism. Among the Jews there are kulaks, exploiters, 
and capitalists ... Rich Jews, like rich Russians, and the 
rich in all countries, are in alliance to oppress, crush, rob 
and disunite the workers.** 
There can be no brotherhood between him who squeezes, op- 
presses, and robs, and him who is squeezed, oppressed, and 
robbed. That was just as true of the Jews in old Bessarabia as 
of present-day Frenchmen, for example, or Americans, Japanese, 
or Israelis, 

Zionism, having got its own state base, Israel, of course ob- 

tained a rather powerful means for political, economic, and 
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ideological manoeuvring and psychological pressure on a con- 
siderable part of the Jews in various countries. It got the 
chance to speculate on the establishment of Israel itself, wrongly 
depicting it as the alleged triumph of Zionist ideas. Zionist spec- 
ulation, of course, had and has no little effect on the masses 
of the people of Israel, and the class consciousness of a con- 
siderable part of the working people of that country has been 
affected by the virus of nationalism. 
Furthermore, since a state basis has arisen for the Zionists 
an apparatus of coercion like any capitalist state possesses is at 
their disposal along with it, ie. an army, punitive, police, es- 
pionage, and intelligence bodies, a system of propaganda and 
education, etc. Let us also recall that in an antagonistic society 
the dominant ideas are those of the ruling class. In Israel where 
Zionism has from the very outset become the official ideology 
of the ruling class, it is inevitably being imposed on the majority 
of the Jewish population by the capitalists’ politico-juridical ma- 
chinery and the very system of capitalist relations. 
The Zionist hierarchy has yet another potent means of con- 
solidating its influence over the population of Israel, and that 
is regular inflation of the atmosphere of a besieged fortress in 
that state to justify calls to strengthen ‘national unity’. The 
essence and purpose of these manoeuvres are clearly understood 
even by some capitalist publicists. The Italian observer Antonio 
Gambino, for instance, has written: 
There is no Zionist who is not aware that while the state 
of war with the surrounding world engenders complicat- 
ed problems, then termination of this state would give 
origin to much more serious ones. Should the confronta- 
tion with the neighbouring Arab states discontinue (the 
observer goes on to say), the Israeli leaders would not 
only find it very difficult to persuade the US Administra- 
tion to continue giving Israel billions of dollars annually, 
and the Jews of the Diaspora to provide no smaller sums 
for it, but, moreover, centrifugal forces and tendencies 
to a social explosion would be brought into play in Is 
rael, which already now are being contained with dif- 
ficulty.’? 

Not only Zionism’s opponents, of whom Gambino is one, but 
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also its supporters, understand all that. The French clerical 
writer Jacques Forestier, who lived in the Holy Land for some 
years, shows himself to be an enthusiastic admirer of the order 
established in Israel. In his book about Israel he lauds the il- 
lusory ‘national solidarity’ of Israelis to the skies, and endeavours 
to depict Israel as ‘a socialist state’ in which ‘moral equality 
is backed by material equality’.‘* But the truth of things and 
the real facts constantly burst forth on the pages of this zealous 
panegyric of Zionists. Thus, he writes: 
If there is not yet a confrontation between most of the 
emunim and the natim (i.e. the destitute and the well- 
to-do—how then did society prove to be split into the one 
and the other in ‘socialist’ Israel, where material equality 
has allegedly been established?—-M.G.), it is because the 
Arab danger is at the frontiers.** 

The Zionists’ advocate has distorted many things. For in the 
Middle East it is not the Arabs, who have not taken a single 
square metre of land from Israel, but precisely Israel, which 
has seized part of their national territory from its Arab neigh- 
bours, that figures as the source of the war danger. 

The class polarisation of Israeli society is becoming more and 
more obvious. At the apex of the social pyramid is a handful 
of millionaires, and at the base the half-million Israelis who are 
below the officially established poverty line. Between these two 
poles there is the more than two-million mass of the people 
squeezed by a sweating system of labour, continuous inflation, 
taxes that eat up around 50 per cent of their earnings (Israel 
has long held a leading place in the world for the weight of 
taxation). The situation is made worse by the total militarisa- 
tion of the country, which has, in fact, taken its economy to 
the brink of disaster. 

Zionists themselves sometimes do not hide the sharp class 
demarcation of Israeli society. The Zionist newspaper Viata 
noastra published in Romanian in Israel wrote that there are 
more than 300 millionaires in the country, who own villas, 
Yachts, personal aircraft, and squander their lives in dissolute 
night clubs. The paper asked with hypocritical surprise where 
these rich men get their money, for there are no oilfields, 
diamond mines, coal mines, or goldfields in the country.*® It 


146 


will not be out of place to recall that Israeli big businessmen 
not only exploit their ‘blood brothers’, but also actively partici- 
pate in financial machinations on an international scale together 
with their companions ‘who have remained in exile’. Finally, 
the increase in military muscle for the sake of carrying out an- 
nexationist schemes always leads to impoverishment of the mas- 
ses of the people and enrichment of a considerable stratum of 
the capitalist class from war orders. 

The elite of the home-bred Israeli money-bags is reinforced 
by arrivals from other countries. Among the latter there is, 
for example, the very colourful figure of Samuel Flatto-Sharon. 
This type knocked together an impressive capital in France by 
fraudulent means, whose origin evoked the interest of the crim- 
inal police. In saving himself from the French Themis by 
running away, Flatto-Sharon understood that he would only 
be able to avoid an ultimate meeting with her if he acquired 
parliamentary immunity in the sheltering ‘land of his forefa- 
thers’. As a result of the elections of 1977 the Knesset got yet 
another ‘worthy’ legislator. 

On the background of the luxury of a handful of capitalists 
the far from prosperous life of the broad masses of Israelis 
stands out in particular contrast. The most solid of modern 
Zionist encyclopaedias, published in 1971 in New York, dis- 
trusts and censures the newspaper Sovetskaya Moldavia because 
one of its articles 

contained a long description of alleged appalling con- 
ditions in Israel and disclosed that Soviet Jews seeking 
to go there were being sent to hear the ‘truth’ from Jewish 
emigrants who had returned to the USSR.*® 
Well, since the Moldavian republican newspaper (like any So- 
viet publication) is not to the taste of the editors of the above- 
said encyclopaedia, let us try and check the matter in Sovetskaya 
Moldavia against what is written, for example, by the Jerusalem 
Post, as Zionist as there is. We expect that Sovetskaya Moldavia’s 
opponents will hardly decide to disavow their own Zionist mouth- 
piece. 

So, the Zionist newspaper not only publishes sensational re- 
ports about Flatto-Sharon and his like but sometimes has oc- 
casion to lift the curtain a bit, too, from those Israelis who 
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fairly often have to think about their daily bread. According to 
it, malnutrition and neglect caused the death of 23 children 
in the children’s hospital of Beit Tina.’ The lamentably famous 
militaristic slogan ‘Guns before butter!’ could well be paraphrased 
in this situation into ‘Guns before bread!’ According to the 
Italian observer Gambino, already mentioned, Israel is spend- 
ing 60 per cent of its national income on military purposes. 
Later the situation deteriorated still further. Wolf Ehrlich, a 
leader of the Communist Party of Israel, noted: 
Since two-thirds of the budget is spent on militarisation, 
occupation and payments on accounts for past wars, no 
money is left for peaceful purposes ... more and more 
working families live below the poverty level and, more- 
over, unemployment threatens them."® 
And Israeli workers have to pay for that with their lives not 
only in wartime but also in ‘peacetime’ (the inverted commas 
are necessary here, because this country has not known peace 
for the thirty and more years of its existence, through the fault 
of the imperialists and its Zionist rulers). 

It is not without reason that people who are far from un- 
friendly towards the regime established in Israel often speak out 
in one way or another against the militaristic insanity that is 
leading to squandering of the lion’s share of the gross national 
product. Prof. Rosen, rector of the Ben Gurion University in 
Beersheba, calculated that the 20 million dollars that a single 
F-15 aircraft cost would cover the education of 450 engineers, 
150 B.Sc.s, 350 B.A.s in the humanities and economics, 200 
university professors, and 50 doctors.*? 

The myth about the ‘equality’ of Jews in the ‘land of their 
forefathers’ is beneath any criticism. A few Israelis, whose safe 
deposit boxes are stuffed to overflowing, have the right to every- 
thing—from acquiring luxurious villas and personal aircraft to 
the purchase of an MP’s seat. But the majority of the citizens 
of that country are granted the truly unlimited right to enrich 
their ‘lucky blood brothers’ by their labour, to cover the billions 
of expenditure of the arms race, and to suffer continuous pri- 
vations. 

To what phariseeism has it come for these Zionist leaders 
to shed tears over the lot of Soviet Jews, whom no one and 
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nothing threatens (for it would sound absurd even to suggest 
that it is necessary to save some of them from poverty and 
hunger), while hard by these hypocrites thousands of working 
people are deprived of the elementary right to satisfy their 
elementary needs, and sometimes the right to live in the literal 
sense of the word! 

All the deepening class contradictions, combined with the 
cult of violence inevitable in a militarised state, are leading to 
a growth of crisis phenomena in all fields of Israel’s social life, 
and in particular to a disastrous growth of crime. Some years 
ago the so-called Shimron Committee, which made a special 
study of this problem, ‘said this should be given the same prior- 
ity as external state security’.2° Such a likening already speaks 
volumes: if the war against crime in Israel calls for as much effort 
as the mounting military potential, the position is really terrible. 

The Shimron Committee’s report admitted for the first time 
‘the existence of organised crime’ in the country, in the form 
of big gangster syndicates. The annual turnover of the under- 
ground trade in drugs is as much as three billion Israeli pounds. 
Extortion on ‘vast dimensions’,?? smuggling on a broad scale, 
and armed robbery have led to the origination of ‘billions of 
pounds of black money’.?* 

Gangs of criminals terrorise the poor quarters of the towns, 
badly illuminated and almost unguarded by police. And the at- 
tackers themselves—mainly natives of these quarters—are victims 
of the unjust social system. According to the Shimron Com- 
mittee, ‘between 15 000 and 20 000 children of compulsory 
school age are not attending school’,?* and they, to a considerable 
extent, constitute ‘the reservoir from which young offenders 
sprout’.?" 

Moshe Amir, reader in criminology at the Hebrew University 
of Jerusalem, reports that Israeli gangsters have enough weapons 
at their disposal, including anti-tank rifles and mortars, to sup- 
ply a whole army.”® 

Such an ineradicable disgrace of capitalist society as prostitu- 
tion has reached its supreme ‘blossoming’ in the Holy Land, 
growing from unrelieved poverty that forces a woman to sell 
her body.?? 

The exploiter order established in Israel, it must be said, can- 
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not in any way help overcome the social contradictions. Class 
actions of the working people are widening and _ intensifying. 
Israel Katz, the Minister of Labour and Social Affairs in the 
Likud Government, has cited the following figures: in 1976 
308 214 working days were lost as a result of strikes, and 
416 526 days in 1977.?° 

The Yiddish weekly Naie Presse, published in Paris, can help 
us get some understanding of the features of the class battles 
that have been developing in Israel of late.”? On the 14th and 
21st of April 1978, for instance, it reported in detail on the 
strike of Israeli journalists which had blacked out TV screens, 
silenced radios, and deprived readers of fresh newspapers. The 
strike of the journalists, many of whom, as Naie Presse re- 
marked, had themselves more than once condemned strikers, 
was the first to take place in Israel. Gradually the strike move- 
ment drew in teachers, communications workers, and the employ- 
ees of various government institutions, and involved hundreds 
of thousands of working people. The directors of the Israeli air- 
line company, with the direct support of the government, refused 
to negotiate with their striking personnel. The then Minister 
of Finance, Shimcha Ehrlich, declared, without beating about 
the bush, that it was necessary to suspend flights for an inde- 
finite time so as to put the airline on a sound basis, i.e. to dis- 
miss the former employees and build a new company on a new 
basis, which would take on only suitable people.°° 

Only a few months before this statement, incidentally, 
Ehrlich had made an official visit to South Africa. Doesn’t the 
following question suggest itself in this connection? Who are 
the Israeli minister’s real brothers—the racist Vorster (then 
Prime Minister of South Africa) and his colleagues, with 
whom Ehrlich exchanged friendly handshakes, strengthening the 
Zionists’ dishonest alliance with the fanatics of apartheid? or 
the workers of the Israeli airline whom he, Ehrlich, threatened 
to throw on the street? Whose interests are the same—Ehrlich’s 
and those of the Israeli workers of the airport service? or 
Ehrlich’s and Vorster’s? 

The class struggle in the Promised Land is not shut in within 
the walls of factory shops and the offices of institutions. Ten 
years or so ago street demonstrations involving 5000 or 6000 
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people were still considered very big there. In recent years Is- 
raeli workers have been taking part in mass demonstrations 
more and more often, and, moreover, not just for economic de- 
mands but often also for political ones. In April 1978, for in- 
stance, more than 45 000 inhabitants of Tel Aviv demonstrated 
in protest against the Begin Government’s aggressive course and 
demanded repudiation of the policy of annexing Arab lands. 

That was a notable event. The initiating group that organised 
it consisted of 300 young reserve officers, mainly demobilised 
from the Air Force, i.e. in the past, part of the elite of the Is- 
raeli army. There had begun to be a certain ferment, even in 
the armed forces, the main support of the Zionist expansionists. 

It is no less important that critical moods are being manifest- 
ed more and more distinctly among the intelligentsia. In April 
1978 350 professors and lecturers of the Universities of Jeru- 
salem and Tel Aviv signed a manifesto of solidarity with the 
Peace Movement in Israel, expressing deep disappointment at 
the reluctance of the Zionist government to take the opinion of 
the masses of the people into account. 

In order better to clarify the reasons for the intensification 
of internal political tension in Israel it is necessary to look back 
at the October War of 1973 which dispelled the myth of the 
‘invincibility of the Israeli army’ and caused a quite serious shift 
in the moods of many inhabitants of the country. The sobering 
had already begun during the war itself, and what is most im- 
portant, partly in army circles as well. According to the French 
journalist Jean Claude Guillebaud, of the Parisian newspaper 
Le Monde, who lived for a considerable time in Israel and was 
there during the 1973 war, Jewish and Egyptian soldiers frater- 
nised for several weeks, shouting for peace, at kilometre 101 
on the Suez-Cairo highway where disengagement talks began.** 

That was a matter, actually, of a single episode, which does 
not provide grounds for broad generalisation, but it was the 
first case of Israeli-Arab fraternisation and could not help at- 
tracting attention. For the tragifarcical ‘fraternisation’ of Begin 
and Sadat, which led to the Camp David style of ‘peace’, under 
the aegis of American imperialism, is absolutely without per- 
spective, while the genuine fraternisation of working Arabs and 
Jews (including those dressed in military uniform) could with 
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time have a positive effect on the development and outcome of 
events in the region. 

An Israeli publicist, Amnon Kapeliouk, who has often writ- 
ten for Western periodicals, tells of similar changes in the men- 
tality of his fellow countrymen, especially among the youth. He 
is not always consistent in everything, but he unambiguously 
condemns the militarist line of the Zionist bosses who consider 
any step toward detente ‘harmful’ to the interests of Israel. 

While doubts about the government’s policy, and critical at- 
titudes toward it, were rare among Israeli youth after the Six 
Day War of 1967, Kapeliouk wrote, they became appreciably 
more common after the defeat suffered in 1973. The young 
people of the kibbutzim, whom the Zionist declared to be the 
‘flower of the nation’, also began to move. In a pamphlet entitled 
Damned War members of the Kibbuts Harel wrote: ‘It seems that 
the people who rule this country do not want peace, and while 
they rule there will not be peace’.*? During a meeting in which 
hundreds of senior graders from various kibbutzim took part, 

some young people expressed themselves in a fashion that 
made their teachers’ hair stand on end: 

‘There’s no future in this country...’, ‘“... my mother 
has three sisters abroad who have many children... Since 
the State was established none of them have died, but 
among us?’... 

‘This whole country is nothing but a cemetery’... ‘Is 
it worth dying for the Zionist ideal?’** 

Many young Israelis are thinking, more and more agonisingly, 
about the problem that Kapeliouk formulated as follows: 
Zionism was supposed, in fact, at the beginning, to ensure 
the existence of the Jewish people in their own homeland 
but the existence of the Jews living in Israel is put in real 
danger, physically speaking, more in any case than in any 
other place in the world.** 
The initial thesis of these statements is not true. The leaders of 
Zionism did not, and do not, care about a ‘homeland for all the 
Jewish people’, but about ensuring domination, under that dema- 
gogic slogan, of the Jewish capitalist class over the working mas- 
ses of ‘their people’. It is indisputable, however, that Israel has 
not become a ‘haven for Jews secured by law’, as the singers of 
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the ‘ingathering of the exiles at the foot of Zion’ used to depict 
the future Jewish State long before it was established, but a 
very dangerous trap for the ‘reunited’. 

At this point, however, we must make an essential reserva- 
tion, Zionism’s supporters, too, and those who repudiate Zion- 
ism, often write about the danger hanging over Israel. Accord- 
ing to the former, however, the mortal danger comes from the 
Arabs, who allegedly dream only of wiping Israel out. Zionism’s 
opponents, however, are convinced that this state’s reckless con- 
frontation with the Arab world, for which the Zionist and im- 
perialist leaders and not the Arabs are to blame, is fraught with 
terrible danger of it. For it is these leaders who do not want 
to draw the elementary lessons from history that indicate that 
even the seemingly most powerful and reputedly invincible con- 
querors can ultimately expect crushing, inevitable, just retribu- 
tion. Statesmen who are unable to learn from the past so as 
to comprehend the present and peer into the future always 
become the source of future tragedies, sometimes fatal ones, for 
their peoples. Forebodings of retribution for the adventurist, 
annexationist policy of the ruling hierarchy are leading many 
members of the young generation to conclude that Israel ‘is 
not a country where it is good to have children’, words with 
which Kapeliouk ends his book.*®-%¢ 

Realism in appraising historical perspectives is inherent in 
Marxist-Leninists. While recording with satisfaction that resist- 
ance to the anti-popular course of Zionist leaders is gathering 
force in Israel from year to year, and while not doubting that 
the future belongs to the progressive forces of that country (pro- 
vided the reckless anti-national policy of the ruling hierarchy 
does not take it over the brink by depriving it of any future), 
we allow for the fact, at the same time, that rapid changes 
cannot be expected in the social and political image of the state. 
To think otherwise would mean to display a political naivete and 
unjustified optimism that would inevitably lead to an impermis- 
sible weakening of the struggle against this very dangerous Zion- 
ism, which has far from exhausted its reserves. 

We must remember that it is still a minority of the popula- 
tion in Israel that opposes the order established there and the 
state’s policy, and furthermore that it has no common action 
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programme. The greater part of these varied opposition forces 
have still not broken completely with Zionist ideology. And a 
considerable majority of Israelis are still under the thumb of 
the Zionist hierarchy. 

Subsequent opinion polls confirm that realistic views continue 
to strike root, though rather slowly. According to Arnold Man- 
del, an Israeli journalist who wrote for an influential Parisian 
weekly, a certain evolution of Israeli public opinion has been 
observable since 1977. Two-thirds of those polled declared that 
peace was impossible without a solution of the Palestinian pro- 
blem, a good half of them favoured talks with the PLO, some 
20 per cent was in favour of the establishment of a Palestinian 
state; most Israelis, however, continued to be resolutely opposed 
to this. 

Thus 18-20 per cent of the adult Jewish population of Israel 
adopt an essentially anti-Zionist position on this question of 
paramount importance. Around as many are at the crossroads, 
and some of them are a certain reserve for the progressive forces. 
Together they constitute just over one in three of Israelis. It 
would be a mistake, incidentally, just to consider such indicators 
statically. When we trace their dynamics it turns out that the 
minority opposed to Zionist foreign and home policy is gradually 
growing. Unfortunately we have no analogous comparative data 
of ten or fifteen years ago at our disposal, but if we remember 
the atmosphere of mass chauvinists psychosis established in 
Israel in the first years after the ‘victorious Six Day War’, and 
judge by the much lower tension then on the social front (in 
1967 58 000 working days were lost through strikes against 
416 000 in 1977), we can conclude that hardly more than 4 or 
5 per cent of Israelis rejected the Zionist approach to the 
Palestine problem then. 

If we see only the tendency of opposition moods to grow, and 
leave out of account diametrically opposite phenomena, that 
will inevitably lead us to a one-sided, erroneous appraisal of 
the situation as a whole. The 18th Congress of the Communist 
Party of Israel, held in 1976, said that 

the turning to the right that has occurred in the political 
party alignment in Israel is expressed not only by the fact 
that the rightist Likud block has gained strength, but also 
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by the fact that within all the zionist parties a turning to 
the right has taken place, when compared with the policies 
of the same parties in past years.*” 
The correctness of that conclusion was also confirmed by the 
subsequent coming to power of the Likudites. 
The Western press, interpreting the results of the parlia- 
mentary elections in Israel in May 1977, remarked that 
after almost 30 years of uninterrupted government, the 
downfall of the Labour Party is due more to its own cor- 
ruption—which was influenced by the many financial scan- 
dals, corruption and illicit enriching of its leaders that had 
happened in recent years—and to the country’s economic 
‘debacle’ than to the charms that Likud’s programme could 
have had for the electorate.** 
Whoever is in office in Israel, of course, and whatever their role 
today on the international arena, the country and its population 
must not be seen as a solid mass of reactionaries. We have a 
strictly class approach to that country and its people, as to any 
other. In the Report of the Central Committee to the 25th Con- 
gress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, Leonid 
Brezhnev remarked that one of the most important principles for 
settling the Middle Eastern crisis was 
the security of all the states of the region, their right to 
independent existence... We are for creating conditions 
that would facilitate the development of our relations with 
all Middle East countries. We have no prejudices against 
any of them.*® 
Soviet people, it goes without saying, have no prejudices against 
Israel. Unconditional condemnation of the Zionist clique ruling 
it is combined in Marxist-Leninists with support of the working 
people of that state—both Jews and Arabs—who stand for peace 
and friendship with neighbouring peoples in defence of their 
rights and for social reforms within the country, and with sup- 
port of all progressive forces, in whose vanguard marches the 
courageous Communist Party of Israel, seasoned in class battles. 
It is impossible not to remark on the Communist Party of 
Israel’s fine examples of a real Leninist creative approach to the 
complicated processes of the gradual freeing of a considerable 
number of Israeli working people from the influence of Zionism. 
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One of the leaders of the CPI, Wolf Ehrlich, concluded a major 
article in the Party’s theoretical journal on Zionism: Theory and 
Practice, as follows: 
The person who supports Zionism but takes an active part 
in some progressive struggle or other, be it even partly, ob- 
jectively becomes an ‘inconsistent Zionist’, and sometimes 
even recognises himself as such. He who opposes imperialism, 
conquests, dependence on foreign capital, fascism, reaction, 
and capitalism, all together or only one of them, is already 
an inconsistent Zionist. He may still sincerely believe in 
, certain theses of Zionism. He may believe that he is still 
a Zionist, but is no longer a prisoner of all its tenets and 
no longer a supporter of all Zionist practice. A process of 
emancipation from Zionism has begun in people like that, 
even if they do not themselves understand it and even if 
they object with all their might to such a statement.*° 
The facts referred to above confirm that present-day Israel is 
a capitalist state torn by antagonistic contradictions of an eco- 
nomic character, and shaken by class struggle. And the endless 
attempts of Zionism’s proponents to exalt and embellish Israel 
as a phenomenon unprecedented in history are thus groundless. 

The American Zionist journal Commentary wrote that ‘Israel 
was to be something new, a unique undertaking that was neither 
East nor West’.* 

But no, Israel is not unique. Rightless masses, the poverty of 
the ‘lower orders’, the increasing taxation press, galloping in- 
flation and other economic muddles characteristic, we repeat, of 
any Capitalist state, are inherent in it. The parameters of these 
troubles, perhaps, distinguish Israel (not for the better) against 
the background of the profound crisis that has hit the capitalist 
world, It will be recalled, for instance,.that one of the reasons 
for Carter’s defeat at the last presidential election was inflation, 
which he was unable to cope with. In the USA in 1980, however, 
it was about 13 per cent, while in Israel this figure was ten times 
as high. After studying the state of affairs on the spot, ‘the 
French observer Marc Ullmann who does not conceal his pro- 
Israeli sentiments, came to the conclusion that inflation 

is the main factor imbuing everyday life in Israel. Its 
growth rates today (in the autumn of 1980.—M.G.) 
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amount to 130 per cent a year. Shortly it may go up to 
150 and even 180 per cent. That is the point at which so- 
ciety collapses.*? 

The arms race is a madness in which the governments of all 
imperialist countries are competing. Israel, however, must in all 
probability, be recognised as the leader in this rivalry, because 
hardly any other country spends over 60 per cent of its national 
income on military ‘needs’. 

American imperialism does not skimp in sops to those coun- 
tries whose reactionary rulers enter its service, proclaiming their 
anti-communism. The scale of American ‘aid’ to Israel, however, 
is so great that the latter is firmly entrenched as US imperial- 
ism’s ‘favourite child’. Without its financial support Israel’s eco- 
nomy would have gone bankrupt long ago. From 1948 to 1973 
Washington granted Tel Aviv three billion dollars, and from 
1973-1976 already seven billions.** 

Subsequently the United States’ ‘generosity’ steadily increased. 
Shortly before the presidential election which proved unlucky 
for him, James Carter put down to his own credit the fact that 
long before the expiry of his presidency, the US Administration 
had allocated Israel eleven billion dollars—more than any Bener 
ing administration did. 

There is also nothing unique in the situation of the labouring 
masses of Israel. There is still no written constitution in this 
state, it is true, and will not be in the foreseeable future, that even 
formally proclaims civil rights and freedoms, but that is partly 
to do with the attitude of the very influential rabbinat, which 
says that ‘the eternal constitution of the Jewish people is the To- 
rah and no other is needed’. That is one of the results of the close 
alliance between the Zionist hierarchy and the Judaic clericals. 

The stifling moral climate built up in Israel is also not ex- 
ceptional, A military psychosis, the forcing of anti-communist 
hysteria, racism and obscurantism, taken separately or together 
in various proportions and combinations, are not just found there. 
Suffice is to name Chile, Paraguay, South Africa, to mention 
a few. 

In short, the Zionist thesis of the ‘uniqueness’ of Israel no 
more corresponds to the truth than any other holding forth about 
‘Jewish exclusiveness’. ° 
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